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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) conducted Public Scoping Meeting #2 in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) Section 6002 
requirements for the US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared for the 
location on US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive in Bexar County.  The Public Scoping 
Meeting was held on November 17, 2009 from 5:30 pm to 8:30 pm at Spring Hill Event Center, 
2455 Celebration Drive, San Antonio, Texas. 
 
The EIS is being developed for an approximately eight mile segment located entirely within 
Bexar County, as shown in Figure 1. 
 

 
Figure 1 - Project Location Map 
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1.1. Meeting Purpose and Overview 
The purpose of this meeting was to: 

 further define the need and purpose for improvements to US 281  
 refine the range of alternatives for improvements to US 281  
 develop the alternatives evaluation and screening method  
 inform attendees of the next steps in the EIS process 
 create a record of public views and participation in this project, as required by the NEPA.   

 
Upon arrival at the sign-in tables, attendees were given an overview packet outlining the major 
themes that would be presented and discussed during Public Scoping Meeting #2.  Media 
representatives were invited at 4:00 p.m. for a preview of the presentation slides and exhibits.  
The meeting was conducted in an open house format from 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m., followed by a 
formal presentation from 6:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. and concluded with small group work session 
from 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.  Throughout the meeting, the US 281 EIS team and Alamo RMA 
representatives were available to answer questions and provide information. 
 
An Agency Scoping Meeting was held the same day at 2:00 p.m. prior to the public scoping 
meeting.  All cooperating and participating agencies were invited to attend.  Representatives 
from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), 
the Alamo RMA and VIA Metropolitan Transit (VIA) participated in this meeting.  One comment 
was received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding some potential areas of 
concern that should be addressed in the EIS on November 25, 2009.  Another comment was 
received from the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality indicating that General 
Conformity does not apply to the proposed project due to San Antonio’s attainment of all 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards as of December 2, 2009. Both comments are included 
in Appendix F and will be addressed in the EIS. 

1.2. Outreach Methods 
To ensure a wider audience was informed of the meeting, and in compliance with FHWA and 
TxDOT regulations, legal notices in English and Spanish were placed within daily newspapers 
within Bexar County.  All notices and articles are included in Appendix A. 
 
Below is a list of meeting announcements and media coverage: 

 October 18, 2009 – Legal Notice (in Spanish) in La Prensa, Clasificados section, page 5B 
 October 18, 2009 – Legal Notice in San Antonio Express-News, Legal & Public Notice 

section, page 8E 
 November 7, 2009 – Legal Notice in San Antonio Express-News, Legal & Public Notice 

section, page 3E 
 November 8, 2009 – Advertisement in Glance, page 9 
 November 8, 2009 – Legal Notice (in Spanish) in La Prensa, Clasificados section, page 5B 
 November 8, 2009 – Advertisement (in Spanish) in La Prensa, Clasificados section, page 

6B 
 November 11, 2009 – Advertisement in San Antonio Express-News, page 4A 
 November 11, 2009 – Meeting Announcement on HillCountryTimes.com 
 November 11-17, 2009 – Advertisement in San Antonio Current, page 14 
 November 11-17, 2009 – Meeting Announcement on mySA.com, mySA Calendar 
 November 12, 2009 – Advertisement in Bulverde News, page 5 
 November 12, 2009 – Advertisement in North Central News, page 5 
 November 12, 2009 – Meeting Announcement Blog Post on Get the 4-1-1 on 281 
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 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on KENS5.com, Events 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on WOAI.com, Community Calendar 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on AmericanTowns.com, San Antonio Events 
 November 2009 – Advertisement in Welcome Home 78259, page 16 
 November 2009 – Advertisement in Welcome Home 78260/78261, page 5 
 November 2009 – Advertisement in Welcome Home 78258, page 27 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on sacommunities.com, Banner Ad 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on Magic1053.com, Event Guide 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on Y100FM.com, Events 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on kissrocks.com, Event Guide 
 November 2009 – Meeting Announcement on KONO1011.com, Event Guide 
 November 17, 2009 – Segment on WOAI News 4 San Antonio at 6:00 p.m. 

 
The project newsletter was published in English and in Spanish and 39,093 copies were 
distributed both in hardcopy and electronically to adjacent property owners, transportation 
partners, media outlets, Community Advisory Committee members, Peer Technical Review 
Committee members and other interested parties on November 2, 2009.  The following zip 
codes within and surrounding the US 281 project corridor were included in this mailing effort: 
78258, 78259, 78260, and 78261 (Appendix A). 
 
Letters were mailed to local, state and federal elected officials on November 5, 2009 (Appendix 
A).   
 
The Alamo RMA managed the pre-, during and post-event media relations for this Public 
Scoping Meeting.  A press release and Request for Coverage were sent multiple times to local 
media including weekly newspapers, social publications, the San Antonio News Bureau, 
television and AM/FM radio stations.  A copy of the press release, Request for Coverage, media 
packet, and media list is included in Appendix A. 

1.3. Attendance 
A total of 133 people signed in for Public Scoping Meeting #2, including 85 individuals/ residents 
from the surrounding community, 2 representatives from the media, 5 representatives from 
local, county and federal agencies, and no elected officials.  In addition, there were 
representatives present from the Alamo RMA and the US 281 EIS team, which consisted of 
consultants from Jacobs, Hicks & Company, Ecological Communication Corporation, Zara 
Environmental, SMITH/Associates, and Ximenes & Associates, Inc.  The sign-in sheets are 
included in Appendix B. 

2.0 MEETING FORMAT 

The Public Scoping Meeting was conducted in three parts: 
1. open house  
2. formal presentation  
3. small group work session  

 
Copies of all exhibits from the open house, slide presentations, and meeting hand-outs are 
included in Appendix C and photos from the meeting are included in Appendix D.   
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Open House: The open house was organized into four areas or stations.  Each station had US 
281 EIS team members present to answer questions related to the focus of the station.  During 
the open house a continuously looping slide presentation projected onto a large screen 
summarized the need and purpose for improvements to US 281 and introduced the project 
objectives that would be discussed further during the formal presentation and small group work 
session.   
 
When attendees walked into the open house chairs were set up for the formal presentation and 
tables were set up for the small group work session.  These areas provided space where people 
could sit down and write out comments.  A court reporter was present during the entire meeting.   
 
Below is a description of each of the four stations or areas at the open house: 
 
Station 1 – Welcome – This introductory 
station provided project handouts, 
information on the meeting format and 
information on how the exhibits were 
organized in the open house as well as 
opportunities to provide input.  As people 
walked in they were asked to sign-in and 
were given a packet of handouts.  These 
handouts included a meeting agenda, a 
description of the small group work 
session, a comment card, and 
information that focused on the range of 
alternatives and the alternatives 
evaluation and screening process.   
 
Station 2 – Background Information – 
This station described the NEPA, the EIS process, project milestones and agencies involved in 

the US 281 EIS.  It also differentiated this project 
from other past or on-going projects along the US 
281 corridor.  Additionally, it provided an 
overview of the need and purpose for 
improvements for US 281 including historic, 
current, and projected trends regarding growth in 
the corridor, safety, functionality, and quality of 
life.  The Citizens Guide to NEPA and a US 281 
EIS newsletter were available as handouts at this 
station. 
 
Station 3 – The Alternatives Evaluation and 
Screening Process – This station detailed the 
recommended alternatives evaluation and 
screening process.   
 
Station 4 – Preliminary Alternatives 
[Interactive] – This station detailed the range of 
alternatives under consideration for the US 281 
corridor.  A general description, operational 

characteristics and/or examples of each of the alternatives were presented.  To demonstrate 
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how the evaluation and screening process would work, the preliminary alternatives were 
evaluated within Level 1 of this three-level process.  The results of this evaluation and the 
rationale behind the recommendation to carry some of the alternatives forward in the process 
and to eliminate other alternatives for further consideration was presented at Station 4. 
 
Two interactive exhibits, located at Station 4, provided an opportunity for meeting attendees to 
share their views on the results of the Level 1 evaluation.   
 
One exhibit listed all of the alternatives that were recommended to be carried forward for 
evaluation in Level 2 of the three-level process. Participants were asked “Should These 
Alternatives be Carried Forward for Level 2 Screening?”.   
 

Table 1.  Should these Alternatives be Carried Forward for Level 2 
Screening? 

Transportation Options* Yes 
 (Green) 

No 
 (Red) 

No-Build 0 6 
Light Rail 5 3 
Streetcars 1 5 

Fixed Route Bus 0 5 
Express Bus 5 1 

Bus Rapid Transit 1 2 
Add Lanes to Existing US 281 10 4 
Grade Separated Intersections 6 2 

Expand Parallel Corridors 5 0 
Upgrade US 281 to an 

Expressway 10 1 

High Occupancy Vehicles/High 
Occupancy Toll Lanes 6 4 

Growth Management 6 1 
Bike/Pedestrian Facilities 6 1 
Transportation System 

Management 3 2 

Transportation Demand 
Management 3 3 

    * Any of these alternatives may be combined into a package of improvements 
   Note: All of these alternatives apply to US 281 North of Loop 1604. 
 
There were a total of 107 stickers placed on this interactive exhibit.  The alternative that adds 
lanes to the existing US 281 corridor and the alternative that upgrades US 281 to an 
expressway received the largest percentage with 10 stickers each under the “Yes” column or 19 
percent of the total stickers placed on the exhibit.   
 
The second interactive exhibit listed the preliminary alternatives that were recommended for 
elimination after being evaluated in Level 1 of this process.  Participants were asked, “Should 
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These Alternatives be Eliminated from Further Screening?”  People shared their input by placing 
a green sticker under “yes” or placing a red sticker under “no”.  The table below provides a tally 
and analysis of the input received. 
 

Table 2.  Should these Alternatives be Eliminated from Further 
Screening? 

Transportation Options* Yes 
 (Green) 

No 
 (Red) 

Heavy Rail 8 0 

Commuter Rail 7 0 
Monorail 5 2 

Automated Guideway Transit 5 0 
Personal Rapid Transit 7 0 
New Parallel Corridor 5 0 

   * Alternatives found to have fatal flaws 
 
There were a total of 39 stickers placed on this interactive exhibit.  Overall, the individuals who 
participated in this exercise agreed with the Level 1 evaluation results that recommended that 
the following alternatives be eliminated from further consideration: heavy rail, commuter rail, 
monorail, automated guideway transit, personal rapid transit, and a new parallel corridor.   
 
Copies of all exhibits are included in Appendix C. 
 
Formal Presentation: The US 281 EIS team gave a slide presentation that detailed the 
suggested project objectives and the alternatives evaluation and screening process.  The 
presentation included a detailed description of the range of alternatives presented in the open 
house exhibits as well as the rationale that supported the recommendations from Level 1 of the 
three-level decision process.  The formal presentation concluded with an introduction to the 
small group work session.  The presentation slides are included in Appendix C and a 
transcription of the presentation is included in Appendix G. 
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Small Group Work Session Overview:  The participants at Public Scoping Meeting #2 were 
randomly divided into small groups and seated at round tables.  Each group was led by a 
facilitator from the US 281 EIS team. 
The small group work session were 
broken into two exercises: the first 
exercise focused on the 
recommended objectives for 
improvements to US 281, and the 
second exercise focused on 
preliminary alternatives being 
considered for US 281.  This exercise 
began by asking the participants 
individually to relate the recommended 
objective to the proposed purpose for 
improvements. The group discussed 
their different perspectives on the 
need and purpose for improvements, 
the recommended objectives and the 
preliminary alternatives. After each 
small group had completed Part 1 and Part 2 of the work session, a volunteer shared the 
highlights of their small group’s discussion with the larger group. The reporting out to the larger 
group allowed everyone to hear the various perspectives.  A transcription of the small group 
reports are included in Appendix G. 
 
Part 1 – Purpose and Objectives 
Fifty-four individuals participated in Part 1 of the small group work session.  This activity began 
with an individual exercise -- a worksheet was distributed and each person was asked to review 
the list of recommended objectives for the US 281 project and evaluate if each objective 
addressed the purposes for improving US 281.  Table 3 is a tally of results compiled from all 
small groups. 
 
The purpose of this exercise was to emphasize the importance of the project need and purpose 
and to encourage participants to delve into the project objectives that further define the project 
purpose.  
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Table 3.  Compiled Results from All Small Groups of the Purpose and Objectives 
Worksheet 

Objective 

Purpose 

Address 
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve 
Safety 

Enhance 
Quality of 

Life 
1.  Provide additional capacity to satisfy current 
and forecasted corridor travel demand. 44 34 29 27 

2.  Reduce travel times and increase travel speeds 
for through traffic during peak travel periods. 26 43 24 31 

3.  Create a multi-modal transportation facility that 
is compatible with, and connects to, the regional 
transportation network. 

27 26 18 17 

4.  Allow for development of high-capacity transit in 
the long term. 34 23 19 20 

5.  Reduce conflicts between local access and 
through traffic. 20 43 38 26 

6.  Maintain and/or improve access to adjacent 
land uses and cross streets. 19 37 28 25 

7.  Promote community wellness and contribute to 
a healthy community through safe facilities for 
walking and biking. 

7 7 14 31 

8.  Reduce vehicle crash rates by providing for the 
safe and easy movement of motor vehicles within 
the corridor. 

9 30 41 21 

9.  Be consistent with local and regional plans and 
policies. 23 25 12 14 

10.  Maximize use of federal, state, and local 
government and other non-tolled sources of 
funding. 

28 28 19 25 

11.  Protect the environment and avoid and/or 
minimize and mitigate adverse direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to social, economic and 
environmental resources. 

11 10 12 33 

12.  Reflect the character and values of the corridor 
through aesthetic treatments and landscaping 
acceptable to corridor neighborhoods. 

7 6 6 34 

13.  Improve air quality. 9 6 10 39 
14.  Mitigate traffic noise. 5 4 7 37 
15.  Enhance water quality through management of 
storm water runoff. 4 14 15 36 

16.  Avoid negative impacts to threatened and 
endangered species and their habitat. 6 2 4 30 
Note: Participants were asked to place a checkmark in the column below each purpose they felt was addressed by 
that objective. 
 
There were a total of 1,359 responses given during this exercise.  Of all responses, Objective 
1, “provide additional capacity to satisfy current and forecasted corridor travel demand”, 
received the greatest number of responses, at 134.  Objective 16, “avoid negative impacts to 
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threatened and endangered species and their habitat” received the least number of responses, 
at 42.  In terms of addressing the purposes, Objective 1 was considered the best at addressing 
growth, and Objective 15, “Enhance water quality through management of storm water runoff” 
was considered the least effective for addressing growth.  Objective 2, “Reduce travel times 
and increase travel speeds for through traffic during peak travel periods”, was considered the 
best at improving functionality and Objective 16 the worst.  To improve safety, respondents felt 
that Objective 5, “Reduce conflicts between local access and through traffic” was the most 
effective while Objective 16 was the least effective at addressing safety.  And, Objective 13, 
“improve air quality” was considered the best at addressing quality of life while Objective 9 “be 
consistent with local and regional plans and policies” was the least.   
 
After each participant completed the Part 1 worksheet individually, a focused conversation was 
conducted.  The following questions were asked at each table to guide the discussion.  A 
volunteer from each small group was asked to take notes during this discussion.   
 

 What key words or phrases do you remember from the objectives? 
 What objectives troubled you? 
 What surprised you about the objectives? 
 Which of these objectives is important to you? 
 Which objectives should be added or removed from the list? 

 
Part 2 – Purpose and Alternatives 
Fifty-two individuals participated in Part 2 of the small group work session.  This session also 
began with an individual activity.  A worksheet was distributed that asked each person to review 
the list of alternatives recommended to be carried forward to Level 2 of the three-level decision 
process. The worksheet also asked each respondent to evaluate how well these alternatives 
addressed each of the proposed purposes for improvements to US 281.  Each person was 
asked to rank each alternative from 1 to 5.  A rank of 1 indicated the alternative does not 
address the purpose at all, while a rank of 5 indicated the alternative addressed the purpose of 
the project very well.  Table 4 reveals the results of the purpose and alternatives worksheet 
exercise. 
 
The purpose of this exercise was to emphasize the importance of the project need and purpose 
and to encourage participants to delve into the alternatives by evaluating them against the 
project purposes.  
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Table 4.  Compiled Results from All Small Groups for the Purpose and Alternatives 
Worksheet 

Alternative 

Purpose 
Address            
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve             
Safety 

Enhance              
Quality of Life 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
No-Build 33 12 0 1 2 28 9 2 3 3 30 8 2 2 0 32 9 1 1 0 

Fixed Guideway Transit (Light 
Rail & Street Car) 26 9 6 3 4 22 14 2 2 2 21 11 5 3 2 20 12 6 2 1 

Non-Fixed Guideway Transit 
(Fixed Route Bus, Express 
Bus, & Bus Rapid Transit) 

16 13 14 2 1 13 19 9 3 1 13 13 14 2 0 16 14 7 1 0 

Add Lanes to existing US 281 
north of Loop 1604 (No 

Frontage Roads) 
11 8 12 10 8 11 5 18 4 9 12 9 10 6 7 13 7 10 6 9 

Grade Separated Intersections 
(Short Frontage Roads) 4 4 14 15 13 5 2 9 20 11 3 3 11 21 9 3 8 6 17 11 

Expand Parallel Corridors 6 8 14 7 12 5 12 11 7 11 6 12 12 6 10 6 9 10 8 9 

Upgrade Existing US 281 north 
of Loop 1604 to an Expressway 

(With Frontage Roads) 
0 2 3 6 34 2 2 5 7 31 2 5 1 8 31 4 4 1 7 31 

Add Additional High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) / 
High Occupancy Toll (HOT) 
Lanes north of Loop 1604 

21 6 7 7 2 6 4 2 1 0 20 4 11 6 1 20 9 9 2 2 

Implement Policy Changes and 
Growth Management 16 6 6 6 3 7 2 1 2 1 14 11 2 4 4 14 11 3 5 3 

Add Facilities for Cyclists and 
Pedestrians 33 6 4 1 0 11 2 0 0 0 26 5 7 3 0 22 3 4 8 3 

Integrate Transportation 
System Management and 

Incident Management 
12 9 13 5 6 3 5 2 2 1 10 7 12 5 7 13 7 11 4 6 

Incorporate Transportation 
Demand Management 19 8 8 2 3 7 1 3 0 1 16 12 5 1 5 21 7 5 1 4 

Note: Participants were asked to indicate with a number from 1 to 5, with 1 being “not at all” and 5 being “very well”, 
how each alternative addressed each purpose. 
 
Small group participants’ top choices were upgrading US 281 to an expressway with frontage 
roads, grade separated intersections with short frontage roads, and expansion of parallel 
corridors.  The No-Build alternative was ranked the lowest. 
 
After each participant completed the Part 2 worksheet individually, a focused conversation was 
conducted in a similar fashion as Part 1.  The following questions were asked at each table to 
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guide the discussion.  A volunteer from each group was asked to take notes during this 
discussion.   
 

 What about the alternatives stood out for you? 
 What did you like about the alternatives? 
 What concerns do you have about the alternatives? 
 What did you think was most important factor to consider when assigning a number to 

the alternatives? 
 Which of these alternatives would you use and why? 

 
After each small group had completed Part 1 and Part 2 of the work session, a volunteer from 
each group shared the highlights of their small group’s discussion with all meeting participants. 
A transcription of the reports given by each volunteer at the conclusion of the small group work 
session is included in Appendix G. 
 
Copies of all exhibits located at each station, slide presentations, and meeting hand-outs are 
included in Appendix C and photos from the meeting are included in Appendix D.   

3.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Comments received by November 30, 
2009, as established in the legal notice 
for Public Scoping Meeting #2, are 
included in this Meeting Report.  
Comments received after November 
30, 2009 are included in the Meeting 
Report for Public Meeting #3 which 
occurred on April 27, 2010. 
 
Numerous avenues existed to submit 
comments before the meeting, at the 
meeting and after the meeting.  These 
included (1) filling out a comment card 
and dropping it into the comment box; 
(2) giving comments verbally to a court 
reporter; (3) submitting comments by 
fax, website and/or email; and (4) 
mailing written comments to the Alamo RMA.  All comments are recorded in Section 4 of this 
report and a master comment listing, in alphabetical order by commenter, is included in 
Appendix E.  All comments are included, in original form, in Appendix F and Appendix G. 

3.1. Comments Received by the Alamo RMA from Elected/ Local Officials 
There were no verbal or written comments received from elected/local officials. 

3.2. Comments Received by the Alamo RMA from the Public 
One hundred and twenty-nine (129) comments were received during the public comment period.   
 
Written: One hundred and twenty-two (122) written comments were received during the public 
comment period from October 18 through November 30, 2009.  The comments were comprised 
of 57 comment cards, 23 emails, comments noted on 32 meeting evaluation forms, 6 website 
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submissions, 2 mailed letters and 2 faxed letters.  Comments submitted more than once were 
only counted as one comment.  Section 4 provides a record of the written comments received 
and Appendix F includes a copy of all written comments in original form.   
 
Verbal Comments: Attendees were able to utilize a court reporter to document verbal 
comments as part of the meeting record.  The court reporter was present from the start of Public 
Scoping Meeting #2 until the conclusion.  There were seven verbal comments recorded by the 
court reporter during the Public Scoping Meeting.  All seven individuals also handed the court 
reporter a comment card.  The table in Section 4 of this report provides a record of the verbal 
comments received.  Appendix G includes a certified copy of the court report transcript and 
seven comment cards. 

3.3. Meeting Evaluations Received by the Alamo RMA 
Attendees were given the opportunity to fill out a meeting evaluation.  Fifty meeting evaluations 
were received and the results have been compiled in the table below.  The bottom section of the 
form provided space for other additional comments; 32 of the 50 evaluation forms included a 
comment.  The comments on the meeting evaluation forms were counted as written comments 
and appear as part the record of comments received by the Alamo RMA (see Appendix F). The 
meeting evaluation forms are included in Appendix F. 
 

Table 5.  Meeting Evaluation Form Results 
How did you hear about the meeting? 

411on 281.com 11 Church Bulletin 0 HOA/NA Bulletin 6 
Sign Placed on US 281 
Project Corridor 10 Friend/Family/Word of 

Mouth 14 Facebook 0 

Twitter 0 Socializer 1 
 

Newspaper San Antonio Express 
News 2 

Radio KTSA 4 WOAI 2 
TV KSAT 2 KENS 1 

Email 

San Antonio-Bexar 
County MPO 1 Tommy Adkisson 1 

Terri Hall 1 HOA 1 
Alamo RMA 4 TURF 4 
Timberwood POA 1 

San Antonio Toll Party 4 
Linda Ximenes 1 

Other 

Mail 7 Community Advisory 
Committee 1 

MySA.com 1 TURF Website 2 
San Antonio Toll Party 
Website 1 

411on281 Mailer 2 
Alamo RMA 1 
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Meeting Evaluation Questions:* Did Not 
Like 

 Somewhat 
Liked  Liked Very 

Much 
1 2 3 4 5 

How would you rate the location for 
tonight’s meeting? 5 3 13 11 17 

How would you rate the information 
presented and on display? 2 7 22 7 10 

How would you rate the small group 
work format used for tonight’s 
meeting? 

6 8 11 8 15 

*Note:  Not all questions were answered on all 50 forms.   

3.4. Summary of Major Comments/ Issues Addressed 
The majority of the comments were centered on issues relating to how the improvements would 
be funded and opposition to tolls.  There were also questions and comments concerning the EIS 
process and the level of detail considered at each phase in the process; as well as the 
preliminary range of alternatives and the rationale behind the alternatives screening and 
evaluation process.  The issues, topics and questions raised in these comments were grouped 
into general comment and response categories which are included in Section 4.0.   

3.5. Recommendation 
These comments will be used during the EIS process, especially in the alternative development 
and screening process; for the revision of the Draft Coordination Plan; and planning the next 
Public Meeting.  There will be more public meetings throughout the process to ensure public 
involvement.   
 
Here are some specific examples of how public comments have been used to make decisions 
within the EIS process since this Public Scoping Meeting: 
 

(1) Carried forward the following alternatives for further consideration in Level 2 and Level 3 
of the alternatives evaluation and screening process: No-Build, Light Rail, Streetcars, 
Fixed Route Bus, Express Bus, Bus Rapid Transit, Add Lanes to Existing US 281, Grade 
Separated Intersections (or over passes), Expand Parallel Corridors (such as Blanco 
Road and Bulverde Road), Upgrade US 281 to an Expressway, High Occupancy 
Vehicles/High Occupancy Toll Lanes, Growth Management, Bike/Pedestrian Facilities, 
Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand Management. 

(2) Considered reversible lanes as an improvement option for US 281. 
(3) Eliminated the following alternatives from further consideration in the EIS process: 

Heavy Rail, Commuter Rail, Monorail, Automated Guideway Transit, Personal Rapid 
Transit and constructing a new parallel corridor. 

(4) Conducted additional engineering review of possible improvements to roadways parallel 
to US 281 such as Bulverde Road and Blanco Road 

(5) Developed alternatives with non-tolled and tolled lane options. 
(6) Considered access solutions such as frontage roads, backage roads and the purchase 

of access rights. 
(7) Strategies based on elements from Mobility 2035 to address congestion and provide 

relief along US 281 were proposed as other alternatives.  These strategies include 
Growth Management, Transportation System Management, Transportation Demand 
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Management, Bus, Park-n-Ride Facilities and Bike and Pedestrian Facilities.  They can 
be applied to any alternative including the No-Build.   

(8) Through coordination with VIA, all the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS would 
provide a transit envelope which can accommodate future high capacity transit and a 
Park-n-Ride facility near Stone Oak Parkway. 

(9) Received and implemented the following advice at the next public meeting in April 2010 
and in the US 281 public involvement program: 

a. Reduced file size of downloads on project website 
b. Made the small group exercise less technical and less structured 
c. Selected a larger meeting facility with better parking 
d. Provided more detailed information about mobility measures, environmental 

impacts and conceptual designs for improvements along US 281 
e. Started sending out a monthly e-newsletter and using public comments to 

develop articles of interest for the community surrounding US 281 
f. Displayed an up-to-date list of all cooperating and participating agencies is 

displayed on the project website. 



Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009    

Page 17 of 84 

4.0 RECORD OF COMMENTS RECEIVED BY THE ALAMO RMA 

Table 6 includes a record of each comment received during the public comment period from October 18, 2009 through November 
30, 2009 organized by the method the comment was received, such as comment card, email, fax, website, USPS mail or court 
reporter transcript.   
 
The best way to find a comment is to go to Appendix E.  It includes a list of all comments received, in alphabetical order by 
commenter name, as well as the corresponding Reference # and Response.  Once the name and associated Reference # is found 
look for the Reference # in the first column of Table 6 and/or look for the associated Response in Section 5.  The Reference # can 
also be used to find scanned images of each written comment in Appendix F and the court reporter transcript of verbal comments in 
Appendix G.   
 
Each comment is presented verbatim as it was received.  All comments were considered and will continue to be considered 
throughout the EIS process to ensure a complete and factual assessment of the project’s need and purpose, identification and 
development of all reasonable alternatives, analysis of potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, assessment of mitigation 
measures and commitments, and to ensure that diligent efforts are being made to involve the public in the identification of social, 
economic and environmental impacts.  Comments were given responses using the following approach:  
 

(1) If a comment simply shared a particular view point, without asking a question, it was given a response of “Comment Noted” in 
the last column of Table 6, labeled Response. 
 

(2) If a comment was submitted multiple times or several comments were related in topic, the comments were grouped logically 
and a general response and associated Response was given to each comment. 

 
(3) If a comment was only brought up by one person or was particularly complex in nature it was given a specific response.  This 

is indicated by “Specific Response see Section 5.2” located in the Response column of Table 6. 
 

Please use the last column of Table 6, labeled Response, to find the response associated with each comment in Section 5. 
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Table 6.  Comment and Response Record 

Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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1 A A A A A A  No toll roads – Why would we charge an entry 
fee to this city 

Comment 
Card 4 

2 
 
A 
 

A A A A A  

Take Bill Thornton, Nelson Wolfe, Kevin Wolfe 
and the rest of the lifetime politicians out of the 
mix. If you don't live or work on the 281 N 
corridor you can't decide the future of those of us 
that do. Our impact is daily. 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

3 A A A A A A  Need to separate/define toll and non-toll options. 
We do not need or want toll road. 

Comment 
Card 4 

4 A A A A A A  Reversible lanes - cheaper than building (more) 
one-way lanes. 

Comment 
Card 8 

5 A A A A A A  Eliminate all options but (4-6), 8, 10 and 11 Comment 
Card 223 

6 A A A A A A  

Upgrade existing 281 north of Loop 1604 to an 
expressway with frontage roads does not capture 
many of the advantages of  "elevated reversible 
center lanes" those ideas need to be split out into 
two options so that it can be shown that the 
elevated lanes will cause no disruption to the 
current configuration. 

Comment 
Card 8 

7 A A A A A D There is not enough North 
- South routes  Comment 

Card 2 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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8 A A A A A A  
My suggestion is to build a freeway with gas tax 
money for 281 that has overpasses and frontage 
roads and no tolls. 

Comment 
Card 4, 9 

9 A A A A A A  
The road needs to be built as a freeway without 
tolls. We do not need a 20 lane toll road, we 
cannot afford it. Let us vote on this. 

Comment 
Card 4, 7, 12 

10 A A A A A D  Give us the original plan prepared in 2000 and 
go with the overpasses. 

Comment 
Card 11 

11 A A A A A A  Please upgrade existing 281 to grade separated 
expressway with frontage road alternatives 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

12 A A A A A A  

Would like to see how growth management plan 
weighs in with each proposed alternative vs. 
being a stand alone. Several options e.q. BRT, 
TSM might mitigate other alternatives - would like 
to see matrix evaluating these. 

Comment 
Card 10 

13 A A A A A A  

Too many options when only, for Hwy 281 and 
Loop 1604, the citizens want freeways, without 
stop lights, and over-passes! Because - it would 
be affordable (as opposed to 50 yrs of Tolls!) 

Comment 
Card 2, 4 

14 A A A A A A  

Primary focus should be on converting 281 to full 
expressway, with optional toll lanes if it would 
expedite the project and/or provide significantly 
faster/more efficient travel lanes. 

Comment 
Card 2 

15 A A A A A A  Non-tolled expressway needs to be built. Light 
rail would nice in the future. 

Comment 
Card 2, 4 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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16 A A A A A A  Public Vote on Toll Rds Comment 

Card 7 

17 A A A A A D Canyon Golf would suffice. The extra load added when school starts seems 
convenience for procrastinating kids. 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

18 A D A A A A 
We need a mass transit 
system that moves people 
more quickly than cars. 

No costs were discussed. We can't form good 
opinions without costs. Move the most cars the 
quickest we can at the lowest cost. Toll road 
proposals grossly overbuild. 

Comment 
Card 13, 14 

19 A A A A Maybe Maybe Not practical for a huge 
geographical area!   

Overpasses are the best solution and were 
funded years ago. Then - the legislature diverted 
the funds - as usual. Get the crooks out of the 
capital & return the funds. 

Comment 
Card 4, 11 

20 D D D D D D All - widen Existing Row - 
Non Toll.   Overpasses, widen lanes, - no toll. Comment 

Card 4 

21 A A A A A A 

Texans drive to and from 
their destination. The rails 
don’t get you all the way 
there and back. 

 Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

22 A A A A A A  

Some - #8 & #10. The “objectives” and 
“alternatives” are often very broad - "the devil is 
in the details." The political process must listen to 
the people (the voters) as the details are 
developed. No toll roads!!! 

Comment 
Card 1, 4, 13 

23 D D D D D D  1- Yes; 3-Yes Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 



Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009 

Page 21 of 84 

Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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24        
1- light rail; 2-express bus service; 3- grade 
separated intersections; 4- upgrade US 281 to 
expressway; 5-HOV lanes 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

25 A A A D D D  1 - Yes; 2- Yes; 3-Yes Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

26 D D D D D D  

Grade separated intersections; Expand parallel 
corridors Blanco & Bulverde; upgrade US 281 to 
an expressway; bus rapid transit - no bus service 
beyond 1604 on 281 

Comment 
Card 2 

27 A A A A A A  I especially like the light rail & expressway 
alternatives. The no build option is no option. 

Comment 
Card 2 

28 A D A A A A 

A rail might work if there 
were enough people who 
would ride it to a specific 
place 281 to I-10 

 Comment 
Card 2 

29 A A A A A A  

Good range of alternatives. Some objectives 
missing i.e. timely consideration and cost 
effectiveness. Definitely like to see alternatives 8, 
10, and 11 researched in detail and unbiased 
assessments made available to the public. 

Comment 
Card 1, 2 

30 A A A A A A  #8 and #10 Comment 
Card 2 

31 D D D D A A they will not be used Just complete a total fix to relieve congestion 
whether tolled or not tolled. 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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32 A A A A A A  Build Overpasses Comment 

Card 
Comment 
Noted 

33 A A A A A A  Build Overpasses Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

34 A A A A A A  No Tolls Comment 
Card 4 

35 A A A A A A  No Tolls - listen to the people. Comment 
Card 4 

36 A A A A A A  

I wish we had more information about each 
alternative’s environmental impacts - this info 
should be included now (not in the last steps of 
the process. 

Comment 
Card 5 

37       Agreed w/alternatives that 
were eliminated 

Really like the format of the meeting & the 
breaking up of small group & discussing the 
alternatives. Gives everyone opportunity to give 
feedback. 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

38        

I don't have a solution for this one, but people 
need a better understanding of choices & 
consequences. How would light rail function to 
serve this community? What would the system 
be like by just adding lanes? 

Comment 
Card 2, 6 

39 A A A A A A  Yes - build lanes to include add’l left & right turn 
lanes - now!!! 

Comment 
Card 2 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 

H
ea

vy
 R

ai
l 

C
om

m
ut

er
 

R
ai

l 
M

on
or

ai
l 

A
ut

om
at

ed
 

G
ui

de
w

ay
 

Tr
an

si
t 

Pe
rs

on
al

 
R

ap
id

 
Tr

an
si

t 
N

ew
 

Pa
ra

lle
l 

C
or

rid
or

 

40  A    D 

It will give addition lane + 
ease congestion on 
existing lanes - commuter 
rail would need parking 
lots to leave vehicles 
where you board!!   

Alternatives that would include more passes or 
multi-layered expressways (such as has been 
done at Loop 410 and IH 10). 

Comment 
Card 2 

41        

#8 & #10 are confusing. We were told that the 
"questions" had to be confusing, rather than 
straight forward. They reminded me of an 
election that was never in doubt - confusing by 
design! 

Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

42 A A A A A A  

Should show cost both toll vs. non-toll. Also cost 
of toll/? is also an issue San Antonio shouldn't 
allow building if don't have roads to support 
growth. 

Comment 
Card 4, 13 

43 A A A A A A  
Need 5th column for purpose objective of "lower 
cost." Maximum use of access - HOV or HOT 
access are not used to maximum capacity. 

Comment 
Card 1 

44 D D D D D A 

San Antonio Mass transit 
infrastructure is not built 
enough for any Transit 
system to fix 281. 

I think the over express way is the solution. It will 
have less impact to the Environment and will 
address growth, traffic volume, etc… I also think 
the superstreet will not help; you can reduce the 
cycles by changing the sequence at each 
intersection. 

Comment 
Card 2, 15 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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45 D D D D D D  
Process too complicated no reliable 
environmental data. All funds should be used for 
non toll road. No funds used for transit 

Comment 
Card 5, 4 

46 D D D D D D Build freeway on US 
281N. 

Keep Cost Low. Too Many levels of Cost that is 
TXDOT - MPO - Alamo RMA - dissolve the RMA 
- duplication of efforts - waste of money.  
Process to complicated - no reliable 
environmental data. All funds should be used for 
non-toll road. No funds used for transit. 

Comment 
Card 4, 5 

47 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

48 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

49 A A A A  D   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

50 D D D D D    Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

51 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

52 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

53 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 

54 A A A A A A   Comment 
Card 

Comment 
Noted 
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Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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55 A A A A A A   Comment 

Card 
Comment 
Noted 

56 A A A A A A  Lowest cost non toll alternative.  Competitive 
bidding requirement 

Comment 
Card - Mail 

Specific 
Response 
see 
Section 5.2 

57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A D A A A D 

1. Disagree Commuter 
Rail: I believe commuter 
rail should be included in 
the alternatives 
for this project. Your 
briefing says that 
Commuter Rail should be 
eliminated because there 
is no existing rail line and 
that it is not compatible 
with corridor plans. 2. It is 
true that there is no 
existing rail line. However 
there is an Existing Union 
Pacific rail line from 
downtown north up along 
281 until just before Airport 
Blvd. This particular rail 
segment is being 

2. Additional Comments: The planned 
alternatives really do need to be included in a 
comprehensive plan for future development and 
traffic in San Antonio. I understand that the MPO 
has a master plan for our transportation needs. 
However, I believe that the current developers 
(residential and commercial) in north 281 corridor 
are building infrastructure FIRST and worrying 
about transportation capacity second. This needs 
to be a coordinated effort. New development in 
this area must be tied to the capacity of the 
transportation network to absorb the additional 
loads and access requirements. This is not being 
done now. If one looks at the new shopping 
centers and housing already being developed 
along 281, it is obvious to even the most casual 
observer that we are pouring thousands of 
additional commuters and shoppers into a 
corridor that cannot handle the load during rush 

Email 

Specific 
Response 
see Section 
5.2 



Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009 

Page 26 of 84 

Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 
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57, 

Cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

developed for passenger 
rail service by the Austin-
San Antonio Inter-
municipal Commuter Rail 
District. a. It is possible to 
use the existing line and 
build an additional line 
north from where the 
existing line diverges from 
281. This would better 
connect this existing line to 
the airport. b. Corridor 
plans should include all 
possible ways of moving 
commuters to and from the 
suburbs, especially those 
that do not require 
automobiles. The MPO 
should include commuter 
rail up the US 281 corridor 
from downtown to at least 
the county line as part of 
their overall plan to move 
people off the roads and 
onto alternative 

hours. This planning should use “Smart 
Transportation.” As defined by PennDOT and 
NJDOT, “Smart Transportation recommends a 
new approach to roadway planning and design, 
in which transportation investments are tailored 
to the specific needs of each project. The 
different contexts - financial, community, land 
use, transportation, and environmental - 
determine the design of the solution. The best 
transportation solution arises from a process in 
which a multi-disciplinary team, considering a 
wide range of solutions, works closely with the 
community. Inclusive of context sensitive 
solutions (CSS), Smart Transportation also 
encompasses network connectivity, and access 
and corridor management. It will help both states 
and communities adapt to the new financial 
context of constrained resources.” 
Transportation planning needs to include multi-
modal alternatives. Your study does include 
several primary alternatives. The plan should not 
include only one of the alternatives mentioned, 
but a range of alternatives that together help 
reduce the bottleneck created by all traffic being 
funneled onto 281. In other words, the solution 
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transportation. c. By taking 
this option off the table, 
you could be skewing the 
results toward additional 
vehicle volumes. We need 
to plan to take cars off the 
road if at all possible, not 
add only automobile 
capacity. 3. Disagree – 
New Parallel Corridor. As 
the population swells north 
of 1604, there needs to be 
additional capacity. a. 
Right now, Blanco is being 
widened to handle 
additional capacity, but 
there is only marginal 
north-south additional 
capacity being added east 
of 281 on Bulverde Road. 
b. This area is 
underdeveloped at the 
moment and an additional 
corridor should be 
considered – specifically 

needs to be a mix of different alternatives that do 
the following: 1. Plan for proper connectivity. 
Create different paths for people to flow to and 
from different destinations along the 281 corridor. 
For instance, commuters that need to go south of 
1604 may use their vehicles on 281, take a form 
of rapid transit to their destination (fixed or non-
fixed guideway) or other alternatives for local 
destinations. 2. One alternative that needs to be 
included in this study is Ride Sharing. This is a 
little used alternative that reduces the number of 
vehicles using a corridor by a factor equal to the 
number of extra passengers (above 1) that are 
sharing the vehicle. Mandatory or “encouraged” 
ride sharing could significantly reduce the vehicle 
load in this corridor. 3. As noted below, we need 
to define and develop streets that meet the 
needs of the context in which people are 
traveling. I’ve seen street types defined this way: 
a. Arterial – Regional b. Arterial - Community 
c. Collector – Community d. Collector – 
Neighborhood e. Local 4. 281 is both a regional 
and community arterial road. As such, it serves 
two purposes. One, it provides a regional 
(National) highway from north to south Texas – 
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Bulverde Road or another 
alternative not yet planned 
as the east side of 281 is 
developed. 
c. By eliminating the 
alternative of an additional 
new parallel corridor 
where there is capacity to 
do so, you are skewing the 
data in favor of just 
expanding 281. This would 
make 281 expansion look 
like the only reasonable 
alternative, which is 
certainly not the case. 
Why not consider 
increasing the capacity of 
both Blanco Road and 
Bulverde Road? 

to and through San Antonio. Two, it provides a 
regional highway to transport people to/from their 
community destinations. 5. We need to keep the 
US Highway 281 that serves as a regional 
arterial open and available to those who are 
transiting through San Antonio to another 
destination (to the coast, for example). Tolling 
should not be an option for these users, as the 
road serves as the regional National freeway to 
and from regional destinations. 6. 281 is also a 
community arterial. But not everyone who is 
currently funneled onto 281 needs to be there. 
What is needed is a series of “alternate routes” 
or local streets to and from local and not-too-
distant destinations. This would keep a lot of 
traffic off of the main artery. For instance, 
developing alternate back access to/from the 
shopping centers (especially on the same side of 
281) such as Bulverde Road, Blanco Road and 
others would allow those needing to get to the 
stores, etc., to get there “the back way” and stay 
off of 281. There needs to be sufficient “back 
roads,” and this needs to be part of the 
alternatives studied to eliminate congestion on 
281. 7. Currently, most of the residential 
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subdivisions have limited access or actually 
enter/exit only onto 281, which does not have 
access roads. This type “pod development” 
funnels drivers onto 281, causing additional 
congestion. Developing more “back road” paths 
to/from these areas would alleviate much of that 
congestion and keep folks off of 281. At the very 
least, access roads must be implemented all 
along 281 where vehicles now have access only 
directly onto 281. 8. Unfortunately, a lot of 
development has taken place without concurrent 
planned highway development and action. 
Planning for the future of the corridor should 
include provisions to add those features and 
provisions that have not been made up to this 
point. Band-Aiding the problem by simply fixing 
281 without adding the additional transportation 
infrastructure will not really solve the problem. An 
access management plan should be in every 
alternative considered. 9. We need to take a 
more long-range look at the needs of the entire 
281 corridor. We should not fix the current 
stretch of 281 in isolation. As I noted above, 
there is a lot of current development going on 
both in the area being studied and north of that. 
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Unless we plan for how the entire 281 corridor is 
developed, there is a good possibility that we will 
“fix” the current problem only to have the same 
problem north of the newly developed roadway. 
Further, if we build a lot of capacity into the 
currently-studied stretch of 281, will this extra 
load cause backups when it funnels into the 
existing portion of 281 south of 1604? Or back up 
as people exit to take 1604 east and west? Or 
when it funnels into two lanes on 281 north of the 
expansion? This all needs to be planned 
accordingly. It is critical for any analysis of US 
281 improvements to examine the congestion 
impacts on US 281, Loop 1604 and other arterial 
roadways outside of the immediate study area. 
10. To sum up some of the above, in the local 
281 corridor, it comes down to connectivity and 
access management. There needs to be a well 
thought out scheme to allow interconnections in 
the local area, to take the pressure off of making 
everyone funnel into 281.  11. There have been 
plans for many years to put overpasses (grade 
separated intersections - option 8). This 
alternative will solve 90% of the congestion 
problem, at a cost far less than any tolled 



Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009 

Page 31 of 84 

Reference 
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #.) 

Comment 

Method 
Comment 

was 
Received 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find 
the associated 

comment 
response 

immediately 
below this table 
in Section 5.) 

Please let us know your 
thoughts about the 

preliminary alternatives 
that are considered 

“fatally flawed” and being 
recommended for 

elimination.  Please check 
“agree” or “disagree” for 

the alternatives below. 

If you disagree with any 
of the alternatives being 
eliminated, please tell us 

which ones and why. 

Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, 
and suggestions. Do the preliminary 

alternatives capture the range of alternatives 
you would like to see?  Do the alternatives 
that have been carried forward represent 

options you would like to see studied in more 
detail? Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves 

forward? 

H
ea

vy
 R

ai
l 

C
om

m
ut

er
 

R
ai

l 
M

on
or

ai
l 

A
ut

om
at

ed
 

G
ui

de
w

ay
 

Tr
an

si
t 

Pe
rs

on
al

 
R

ap
id

 
Tr

an
si

t 
N

ew
 

Pa
ra

lle
l 

C
or

rid
or

 
57, 

Cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

alternative. We, as taxpayers and drivers, have 
already paid for this type of project many times 
over. We should not have to pay for it again by 
tolling the existing (expanded) roadway. Let’s get 
on with building this option, or something similar. 
If some of the other local interconnections cannot 
be made in the short run, I believe that option 10 
would be a better alternative by keeping most of 
the local traffic on the access roads. 12. 
Speaking of overpasses, we should also discuss 
alternatives to stop lights at the intersections. 
One excellent alternative, highly touted by the 
Federal Highway Administration, is roundabouts. 
I  Understand that there are many good reasons 
for this, one of the principal ones being a 
significant reduction in intersection-related 
crashes (especially fatal ones). My own personal 
experience living in the United Kingdom for many 
years (where roundabouts are the norm) is that 
they are far superior to traffic lights and should 
be seriously considered during design of the 
overpasses. I understand that roundabouts are 
eligible for 100% federal funding due to their 
safety characteristics. 13. I also believe that 
adding HOV or HOT lanes (alternative 11) is not 
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the answer. These lanes are usually reserved for 
“through traffic” which is not planning on exiting 
the highway until the HO lane ends. However, 
many of the current drivers backed up on 281 
are, in fact, going to destinations along this area 
of 281. So providing the HOV/T lanes would only 
reduce some congestion for those going farther 
north or south. I very much believe that we, as 
taxpayers and drivers, have paid into the gas tax 
fund for a long time. We also pay our federal 
taxes, some of which are used to construct new 
national freeways. We deserve to “get what we 
paid for” and what we expect from local, state 
and national government. Our state leaders have 
both raided the transportation funds for other 
requirements and funneled funds into other 
projects (such as the Wurzbach Parkway) in 
such a way as to make the case for “we are out 
of money, we have emergency needs, and we 
can only fix it with tolled roads.” As taxpayers, we 
will not stand for this. As the MPO meeting 
recently at the Alzafar Temple showed, the 
taxpayers in San Antonio do not want tolled 
roads. We especially do not want tolled roads 
tolled in perpetuity. This is morally 
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unconscionable. There have to be other 
alternatives to tolls, and I believe there are. In 
conclusion. As part of your EIS study of 
alternatives, you also need to provide a range of 
alternatives that take the pressure off of 281 
while fixing the capacity problem on 281. Your 
plan and your study focus on “fixing the 281 
problem” in isolation from the other transportation 
planning practices that also need to be a part of 
the plan, especially the connectivity and access 
issues, which your plan does not include. 
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58 

I have lived in Encino Park and commuted downtown every day for 13 years so I am familiar with the problems 
plaguing 281. Here are my comments: 1. The preliminary alternatives are fine. I prefer Grade separated 
intersections and Expand parallel corridors. 2. There is a flaw in the objectives: there is no mention of 
alternatives for funding. It appears that tolls are the implicit choice for funding. One objective is to “maximize 
the use of non-toll funds”, but there is no mention of tolling. I oppose tolling for generating any funds above 
what it costs to expand 281. I resent being a cash cow for TXDOT projects all over the state. Tolls could 
significantly reduce property values in Encino Park because of the extra cost and inconvenience of getting in 
and out of Encino Rio, which would obviously affect me. 3. Reduce the size of the pdf files. Even with DSL, 
they are slow to download, and people with a dialup connection probably can’t view them.  

Email 
1, 2, 4, 20, 
See Section 
3.5 #9. 

59 As a small business owner and a resident of Encino Park, I am totally opposed to a toll road for the 281 
expansion.  I am in favor of the Superstreet concept.   Email 4, 15 

60 

With the rapid growth and development on 281, north of 1604, it is time for the roads to finally catch up.  I 
believe the best solution would be to turn this section of road into a freeway (with no lights, just like it is south 
of 1604 and north of Borgfield).  I think the idea of toll roads has pushed aside any other reasonable and more 
affordable solutions, such as overpasses.  I don't think we even need all the money up front to begin 
construction.  We can begin with just one overpass at a time as we accumulate the money to pay for more.  
The important thing is to stop delaying and get started on the solution.  I would not even be opposed to an 
increase in the gas tax to pay for these improvements, as long as the money was not diverted to other 
projects. 

Email 2, 4, 21 

61 

We moved into this community to provide a safe place for our families. We are already paying higher taxes 
and higher expenses just to live here. We are by no means wealthy. A toll would be the tax that nails this coffin 
shut. We would have no choice but to move as my husband commutes over 30 miles just to get to work. The 
super street is a waste of time. It would seem that it is the RMA’s intention is to frustrate its citizens into 
begging for the toll road option.  We are not and never will beg for a toll road option. We will patiently wait for 
the overpasses if time is what you need. We have been sitting in traffic this long….we can wait a little longer.  
(We have lived here for over nine years) We do not wish to see toll roads…under any circumstance.  
Understandably, the RMA is an appointed board….but if toll roads prevail, I will be voting against those that 
appointed this board. What is more is that those serving on this board will never receive our support if and 
when deciding to run for office themselves. The toll roads are not an acceptable option. 

Email 2, 4, 21  
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62 

What is wrong with you people?  Why do you keep having meetings about the traffic problems on 281 North?  
The population has told you to widen the road or build overpasses, why don’t you just listen and stop having 
those meetings.  I have lived here for 3.5 years in the Stone Oak area, and cannot believe that San Antonio 
will not fix their traffic issues faster.  Stop having meetings about it and just fix it, please.  

Email 19 

63 

I agree with the objectives of accommodating growth, functionality, safety and enhancing the quality of 
life...rather saving time which metamorphically speaking, saves our lives. However, I am much more 
concerned about the methodology - the means by which we will accomplish these objectives. I am adamantly 
against making 281 a toll toad. When I moved here, I had no idea that this would ever happen. It will make this 
area of town much less desirable and bring down the value of homes.  And that in turn, reduces the tax base. I 
certainly would not have bought in this area, if there were toll roads and I had to pay to enter and exit my 
home to go food shopping.  If we are discussing the means by which we are accomplishing these goals, I will 
save my thoughts for the meeting tonight. I will want to speak and will need about 5 minutes, if there is a 
forum.  

Email 1, 4, 20  
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64 

I have not attended any of the community meetings but wanted to get a few comments in while I could: I lived 
in Dallas for over 30 years and spent quite a bit or work time in Houston before moving to SA 4 years ago.  I 
understand very well the benefits and advantages of toll roads that those cities enjoy and we don’t.  Anyone 
who opposes it just doesn’t understand it.  If they had a chance to experience it, their attitude would change 
quickly.  Everyone wins.  If you want to pay the toll, you can do that and enjoy a quicker trip on better roads.  If 
you don’t want to pay the toll, you can do that too on additional lanes on better roads with less traffic since 
much of your previous congestion is over on the toll lanes.  Everyone wins.  No one loses. My big concern 
now is the Super Street concept.  I’ve seen that tried in a few places with poor results.  Think logically for a 
minute.  If you force additional traffic onto 281 that wasn’t there before and doesn’t want to be there and then 
force them to make turns that weren’t made before, then you’ve just increased your problem and spent a lot of 
money doing it.  Adding cars to your problem street will NEVER make it better. I can tell you one quick fix that 
would cost nothing and might buy you a little time.  Add 5 seconds to the north/south light sequences on 281 
and the left turn signals at Evans.  This would greatly improve the north/south flow which is where your 
problem is.  The east/west flow has nowhere near the problem that north/south does and it should be the other 
way around.  Allow the east/west traffic to stack up a little more and keep 281 moving better.  Also, the Evans 
intersection congestion could be greatly improved with a couple of steps. Lengthen the left turn lanes in both 
directions with additional hard pavement to get those cars out of the way of the north south traffic.  There is 
room for extension in both directions. Put a crossover turn lane in front of HEB and Jack in the Box.  This 
would allow a lot of the intersection traffic to exit the highway at other points.  Much of the northbound left turn 
traffic at Evans is trying to get to the HEB center.  They could go thru the light and turn left at HEB.  Much of 
the southbound traffic is trying to turn left to get to the Spectrum, Arby’s, Whataburger, etc. or they are coming 
out of HEB trying to go northbound.  This traffic could turn left before the Evans intersection.  The resulting 
reduction of congestion at the Evans intersection would be huge. All these suggestions would have minimal or 
no cost, would be quickly done, and would have an immediate impact.  That would then give you time to come 
up with the proper long term solution. One last comment, I can assure you that a huge majority of the 
population favors the tollway.  For some reason, only the dissidents like to come to meetings and protest.  I 
guess that’s what makes them dissidents.  If it wasn’t the tollway, it would be some other issue being 
protested. 
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65 

1. In response to the mailing we received regarding Hwy 281 Alternatives:  after careful consideration of the 
options presented, no other options/alternatives come to mind.  However, there is one clear objection that 
should be addressed:  public safety is jeopardized when there are bicyclists on a highly congested Hwy such 
as 281. There is a need for pedestrians to have somewhere safe to gather in the event of an accident.  
Therefore, sidewalks are desirable.  2. We believe that the purposes/objectives as listed define the type of 
improvements we would like to see in US 281 corridor.  3. Alternatives represented in flowchart appear to be 
all encompassing.  Please study in detail. 

Email 22 

66 

We live in Encino Park and every day we have to plan our comings and goings to avoid the backups either to 
get out of Encino Park or return. We see nothing in any of the plans offered so far that will make it safe for us 
to exit our neighborhood at any time of the day. The once premier subdivision and its safety has been ignored 
by all the planners. We are opposed to the toll road proposal even though, as we are reminded by those on 
boards who support it, that we can use the 'free' access road. That is not the point!  We are tired of being told 
that we don't understand the issues that they say are too complex and ever changing for those not constantly 
involved to understand. Excuse us, but if that is true, then we have no one to blame, but the elected officials 
who made it that way and those appointed to boards who act for their own self interest and not the interests of 
those who  live in the area and are impacted.  We hope the EIS will seriously listen to the residents of the 
affected subdivisions and not treat us like a nuisance. Any meeting we have been to so far appears to be more 
for show than to take us seriously. 

Email 
Specific 
Response see 
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67 

I will back whatever you do with 281 as long as it improves the traffic.  San Antonio should be ashamed of 
themselves for the traffic disaster on 281.  The building permits were given out for 1000's of new homes with 
no thought to how the traffic would be handled.  The new HEB was built in an already congested area.  For 
those of us who must use 281, we are trapped by traffic.  I live 5.5 miles from 1604 and many mornings, traffic 
is backed up past my house and I can expect a drive of 45 minutes just to get to 1604.  I no longer spend my 
dollars at the stores along 281 because of the traffic.  I would have been the first in line for the sticker for my 
car to use the toll road!!!!  Please not another study and more delays.  While I would not look forward to the 
construction zone, at least something would be happening to improve the traffic and we could see that 
something is being done.  It's time for some action!!!!   
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Noted 
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Thank you for the newsletters and updates on 281 progress.  I've lived in San Antonio four times since 1992, 
due to military moves.  When we first did our research and moved north of 281 in 2006, we knew of the 
potential growth and construction, and expected a great improvement in the road system.  Other major 
metropolitan areas I've lived had growth too...but with significantly faster action on road and intersection 
improvements.  In fact, public transportation was a great alternative in Maryland, Minnesota, Georgia, 
Colorado, and Illinois - all places I've lived in the past 17 years.  I am terribly disappointed and angry that San 
Antonio is behind the times in all aspects of public transportation.  The drive down 281 from Bulverde Village 
to 1604 can take over 30 minutes to drive the 7 miles.  I could ride my bike faster than that....but would be 
terrified for my life by so many drivers' lack of basic driving skills:  lack of driver courtesy, no turn signals, 
multiple lane changes, etc.  If a train or bus alternative was available to take me to work, I certainly would use 
that option...but I would have to walk over a mile in the heat, rain, etc if I took a bus that even came close to 
Fort Sam.  All I can say....I can't wait until my tour is over and move away from San Antonio.  I love my home, I 
love my neighborhood, and I realize lots and lots of people love it here.  I can't stand the heat, I can't stand the 
drivers, and I can't stand the lack of public transportation and neglect to take action on the infrastructure north 
of 281.  The shops, construction, and neighborhood building is nothing new....It's been a long time coming 
folks....why is it taking soooooo long to do something about the roads?  Other cities seem to manage the 
process and address the issues with some type of action.  Something, anything....do something!   I could go 
on and on....but I'll keep the cursing to myself. 

Email 19 

69 

In the short time that I've lived here it seems obvious to me that San Antonio lacks the City Planning 
leadership that is needed to keep the current traffic load moving, much less the future load.  We have major 
intersections that are managed with stop signs, mix masters that have cross over entrance and exits, a city 
sectioned and divided by enclosed communities with no through traffic relief and forever.  Ongoing discussion 
about doing something about 281.  Want a suggestion?  Build brides and widen the road.  Now send me the 
salary you give to the planners. 
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First, I live in the 281 North corridor, not in southside or Austin or Washington, DC.  Second, the continual 
environmental studies is a waste of tax dollars - how many do you need - six, 10 or 20? Third, forget that 
"super highway" turn lanes and turnaround plan - it will not eliminate congestion as long as traffic lights persist. 
So what to do? Eliminate all traffic lights, build overpasses at Evans and Stone Oak, and use those 
turnarounds at Overlook, Marshall and Encino Rio. This will eliminate car and truck pollution; reduce traffic on 
north-south routes like Bulverde and Stone Oak. This makes the most sense - and no tolls!!!!!!!!!! However, 
since the decision lies with southsiders and Austin liberals, we'll face years of environmental studies and 
nothing will change except the cost will continue to increase each year. Listen to the people most affected! 
Stop the overkill and dominance of the leftist EPA! And, no tolls!!!!!!!! You want to spend millions on a rail 
system which is another liberal idea - "got the money, got to spend it." This would be so easy if you just got 
past the BS of the EPA.   

Email Comment 
Noted 

71 

Thank you for your direct mail piece regarding the 281 corridor traffic issues. We are baffled and greatly 
disappointed that we are even involved in a discussion about these issues. It is completely unacceptable, and 
unfathomable for any citizen to believe that this kind of problem in a modern community should exist.  
The whole process is haphazard and backwards to me. Areas of growth should be selected, and basic traffic 
patterns should be the first thing analyzed, planned for, and installed before the permits for developments are 
even accepted.  This creates so many positive factors in the community and it is bizarre that we have not 
adopted these policies a long time ago. Why not get that passed as a city ordinance immediately so we stop 
this madness for the future. The benefits for planned growth to name a few would be: much increased value 
and appreciation in current homes; less stress on our resources i.e. water, sewer, power, trash; massive influx 
of home improvement contracts no traffic issues due to a real plan of maximum growth; budgetary preparation; 
happy citizens; low stress for city planners. That being said what we need is a professional solution to the 
traffic and roads problems.  I believe we should go find and hire the right people to handle the process. In the 
meantime quick fixes should be the goal.  Overpasses and more lanes on 1604 and 281 are a must.  

Email Comment 
Noted 

72 I thought that we were receiving stimulus money to construct 1/2 of the interchange. When will construction 
start? Email 15 

73 
This is what should happen with 281: (1) Install overpasses at Encino Rio, Evans and other intersections going 
North to the Comal Co/Bexar county line, (2) Build access roads on the North and South bound sides, (3)  
Only Free Lanes – We already paid for this highway with our taxes - no toll roads 

Email Comment 
Noted 
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I just received the mailing from the Alamo RMA in today's mail. I do not understand why the Alamo RMA does 
not understand that the people of Bexar County do not want toll roads.  Oh, maybe I do.  All of the paid staff at 
the RMA believe themselves above all the common people who have to drive this road every day.  Why is the 
Alamo RMA afraid and shaking to let the people of Bexar County vote on this toll?  Probably because it would 
be the biggest lopsided vote in the history of democracy! I am not a member of TURF or anything having to do 
with Terri Hall, but just a simple lawyer who drives 281 most every day.  (Yes, I was smart enough to make it 
through law school.)  The only people that I know that are in favor of toll roads are: 1. those paid to support it; 
2. those who will make money off the construction of it; and 3. lap dogs to Rick Perry.  Nobody else! No matter 
how hard you try, the citizens will not allow toll roads to be built.   

Email 4, 7 

75 Just build 3 overpasses on Encino Rio, Evans & Stone Oak.  A very unhappy with Alamo RMA taxpayer. Email Comment 
Noted 

76 

Quit screwing around and build the overpasses......are you people idiots???   Why are you going against the 
wishes of 90% of NE San Antonio’s population with this stupid, greedy toll road business?? I am totally 
ashamed of Mr. Thornton and Brechtel...or whatever her name is...for siding with the enemy in this mess...the 
enemy being whoever it is in Austin pushing toll roads!!!  Thornton, you were not a very good mayor and you 
are even a worse chairman of this terrible Alamo RMA group!! 

Email Comment 
Noted 

77 

Last night meeting was interesting.  My question is how can we grade options without having a better idea 
about the projects?  It does not make sense to me not understanding in detail the options as well as cost and 
timeframe involved for each.  What is wrong with just putting overpasses and getting the time frame and cost 
on that?  It seems the majority of people want this and I am not understanding why this is not addressed.  
Apparently, TxDOT wants us to look at these others but I cannot make a better judgment without more details.  
If it were my business and money I was spending, I would like to know I more details. Do you really want 
intelligent feedback?  I don't get it. 

Email 2, 13 

78 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The purpose and need of this project is primarily congestion relief. Currently there are a series of stop lights 
that impede the flow of traffic. US 281 is a divided highway that needs to be upgraded to a controlled access 
highway. The gas tax funds to do the first 3 miles of improvements have been available since 2003, and the 
remaining funds ($100 million total estimated cost per TxDOT documents for let dates of 2003 & 2004) to 
complete the improvements to the county line were available by 2006. The Governor, Texas Legislature, and 
MPO decided to toll existing freeways in 2003, so the overpasses and improvements promised in NEPA 
hearings in 2001 have yet to be installed. Overpasses will solve the problem. The RMA can only keep its 
doors open if it builds toll roads. It has no other steady source of revenue. Its mission is to toll the entire 
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northside and create a toll system or network as a means of generating revenue to build other segments or 
roadways, not relieving traffic congestion. In fact, toll lanes aren't viable or won't be able to stay financially 
solvent unless there is congestion on the surrounding free lanes, thereby ensuring poor air quality due to idling 
vehicles stuck on frontage road permanently, for those that cannot afford the tolls (Since the majority of drivers 
will not be able to avail themselves of the new improvements under a tolled scenario). The toll viability studies 
already done for 281 show it is not toll viable (meaning not enough projected traffic to pay for the cost of 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the toll road). The most recent 281 toll viability study was 
criticized by the State Auditor for not taking into account fuel prices in traffic forecasts. The RMA also added 
20% growth to the water development board’s already aggressive growth estimates, which is unsustainable. 
The 281 toll project needs massive public subsidies, so commuters will have to pay triple taxes just to drive on 
a freeway they drive on today toll-free (281 is a gas tax funded public freeway and we'll continue to pay gas 
taxes, public money will be used to subsidize the construction cost of the toll road, then a third tax, a toll tax to 
drive on it). Non-compete agreements in toll contracts penalize or prohibit expansion of free routes 
surrounding the toll lanes and unnecessarily ties-up our future for 30-50 years. The RMA claims that TxDOT, 
the city , and county can still build and expand free roads, but those entities will not do anything that would put 
the toll road bonds in jeopardy of default, so the non-competes will effectively bring expansion of surrounding 
free roads to a grinding halt. The RMA has never justified how the $100 million original plan for 281 got to the 
enormous $475 million toll road price tag or $1.3 billion with interest (except perhaps the fact that we've done 
away with competitive bidding and threw out low-bid mandates using contracts called design-build).  Nor has 
the RMA explained how it’s going to "leverage" Texas Mobility Funds (TMF) funds in $27 million increments 
over 20 years to get the money they need in one lump sum to build the toll road. The RMA has already 
disclosed it does not plan for the toll to ever come off the road, which makes this a permanent new tax to 
access an existing freeway already built and paid for.  The RMA's toll road proposal in the previous 
Environmental Assessment for 281 violates Senator Hutchison's amendment prohibiting imposing tolls on 
existing federally funded highways. Every single main lane will be tolled, with frontage roads as the only non-
toll lanes. Frontage roads are not an acceptable replacement for highway lanes. The footprint of the project 
has to be widened due to a state law that prohibited converting free roads to toll roads unless the same 
numbers of lanes remain after imposing tolls. Considering this project traverses the sensitive Edwards Aquifer, 
unnecessary lanes ought not to be built under any circumstances. The toll road requires 200,000 cars a day in 
the out years in order to stay solvent -- more than double the cars that take it now. This is not only 
unsustainable with only one added expressway lane; it poses environmental threats due to the dependence 
upon an ever increasing number of vehicles per day in order to meet debt service requirements for a toll road. 
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Such a plan also runs afoul of the MPO's own long range plan that states its mission is to have an 
"environmentally-friendly," "affordable" transportation system.  The impacts of tolling are severe economically, 
environmentally, and socially, whereas a non-toll fix can be less invasive, actually solve congestion, and not 
inflict economic harm to businesses, residents, and commuters with new taxes to get to and from work, 
shopping, hospitals, school, the airport, or their own homes. The toll roads also bring with it a massive public 
debt that San Antonians cannot afford to repay. It will also necessitate huge and ever-increasing debt service 
payments that will eat-up all the money for free roads in our region and will create the need for higher tolls and 
ever increasing public subsidies to cover the debt service as it has in Austin and DFW.  Toll roads also pose 
safety problems as emergency service vehicles cannot easily access the toll lanes due to cement barriers and 
the extremely limited access to them. Accidents cannot be cleared as quickly nor is there the same amount of 
room on shoulders or other stretches of right of way for people to swerve and avoid accidents. Because toll 
roads create permanent diversion of traffic (cut-through traffic) to neighborhood or surrounding streets from 
those avoiding paying the tolls, tolling makes surrounding free roads less safe as high speed thru traffic 
competes with local traffic. This is supported by data from an Ohio toll road. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison 
read these comments into the congressional record May 10, 2005: "Tolling existing highways will also 
increase the number of drivers on the free roads, resulting in greater congestion and more accidents. Studies 
show that drivers will choose to bypass the tolls by driving on local, small roads. We also know that tolls on 
existing interstates will produce substantial diversion of truck traffic to other roads, and our rural roads are not 
equipped to handle significant truck traffic. In Ohio, traffic tripled on US–20 after toll increases on the Ohio 
Turnpike. Unfortunately, fatal accidents on US 20 are now 17 times more common than those on the turnpike. 
In response, Ohio’s Department of Transportation decided to lower the tolls, even though the action did reduce 
the revenues for the State. A recent study predicted that a 25-cent-per-mile toll on an interstate would cause 
nearly half the trucks to divert to other routes. This is an understandable economic decision for trucking 
companies considering that truckers’ profit margins average 2 to 4 cents per mile and the rising price of 
gasoline has already affected profitability. Technology already exists to help truckers and other drivers evade 
tolls in a cost-effective manner. It does not make sense to invest in tolls that people will not pay. Tolling 
interstates would reduce the safety of nearby local roads, degrade the quality of life in neighboring areas, and 
hurt the economy. Eighty percent of the Nation’s goods travel by truck, and they will travel more slowly and 
expensively if tolls are imposed on interstates. The Federal Government collects taxes to fund the Federal 
interstate highway system. The States should not have the right to come in and impose another tax via a toll." 
Senator Hutchison's comments apply equally to imposing tolls on state highways that were also built with 
federal funds. The RMA must meet its legal obligations to coordinate with local units of government throughout 
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this process, and it must consider ALL alternatives, including non-toll expansion of the existing highway. It also 
violates NEPA to keep vital financial information like toll viability studies secret from the public. The state law 
the RMA cites does not comport with the requirements of NEPA. Only by the RMA's delay in asking for an 
Attorney General opinion has the public been able to access the latest 281 toll viability study. The public 
cannot properly weigh alternatives and give meaningful input on the various alternatives without being able to 
analyze the viability of an alternative. 

79 

I checked the posted info on the website, but did not see a date for the next public meeting next month - 
please advise so I can schedule my time.  Thanks.  Also wanted to submit below 8 comments for the EIS 
record and consideration: (1) It is high time to resolve this traffic congestion problem for which planning was 
started over 20 years ago.  Do we really need to wait another 3 years to complete the EIS to then start 
construction (if there are funds)? (2) All the excuses about insufficient funds are bogus.  The North Central 
area of San Antonio has grown more than most areas in Texas, taxes have been collected and continue to be 
collected from all these new homeowners and from additional gas purchases, and in recent years funding 
($45M) was assigned, but no results!  Enough excuses about changes in TxDOT decisions - these decisions 
could be overturned, just like they were made. (3) If this road is tolled, it would be the first in San Antonio and 
Bexar County.  Why this area only and not other areas?  Why would the home owners in this area be singled 
out to toll a Government-owned main artery into town, when other roads are not tolled?  People purchased 
their homes at a time when there were no tolls. (4) The law is clear that one cannot toll public property.  Using 
this publicly-owned artery with its right of ways to squeeze or displace the original road and add a toll road is 
illegal.  If a new toll road is to be added, then do it along another right-of-way. (5) Consider constructing 
overpasses for the E-W intersecting roads, which have less lanes, rather than N-S 281 with 6+ lanes.  For 
example, Evans road overpass only needs 4 lanes, so the cost of a new overpass for 4 lanes is less than one 
for 6 lanes. There are other simple and obvious ways (such as the Super Street concept) to lower the cost of 
the project.  (6)  I didn't see much about the 281/1604 interchange project.  Where can I find it and when will 
construction start?  How will it impact traffic flow? (7)  Why isn't the widening of Bulverde Road considered in 
this plan?  It is overcrowded and needs an improved interchange at Evans Road and 1604 Loop.  Since it runs 
parallel to 281, its traffic flow greatly affects 281. (8)  It is also time to add lanes to 1604.  When will that 
happen and will it be tolled? Look forward to receiving a reply to this email and attending the next public  
meeting. 
 
 
 

Email 2, 4, 18, 15, 
19 
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Please accept the following brief comments regarding preliminary alternatives and other issues concerning the 
US 281 EIS process. A Single, Comprehensive EIS for US 281/Loop 1604 As we have commented in the 
1604 EIS process (and as has been argued in an ongoing lawsuit) we would again urge the lead agencies to 
prepare a single, comprehensive EIS for US 281/Loop 1604 instead of separate EISs for US 281 and Loop 
1604. The current approach of separate EISs is duplicative, confusing, wasteful, and simply not warranted in 
light of the common financing, environmental constraints, timing, and coordination of 281 and 1604. For many 
years now, US 281/Loop 1604 has been planned as one project.  There is no principled reason for separating 
the study of 281 and 1604, and such an arbitrary division of what is one project will likely result in a deficient 
analysis of alternatives, under-evaluation of impacts (especially cumulative), and unsatisfactory mitigation. 
Now more than ever, it is essential that government entities take a big-picture look at transportation solutions 
that will work within the environmental constraints of the northern San Antonio / northern Bexar County region. 
Analyzing the US 281/Loop 1604 project in one EIS is critically important for consideration of regional, 
sustainable, long-term transportation solutions that accord with the environmentally-sensitive context of the 
area—a context that includes the Edwards Aquifer recharge zone, extensive habitat for the endangered 
Golden-Cheeked Warbler, and extensive habitat for endangered Bexar County karst invertebrates. By 
focusing on the 281 corridor in isolation, or limiting the consideration of alternatives to primarily roadway 
expansion projects on US 281 (as discussed below), the Alamo RMA cannot satisfy NEPA. Purpose and 
Need Too Narrow in Several Respects Under NEPA, it is critical that an agency avoid formulating a purpose 
and need statement that is so narrow as to "define competing 'reasonable alternatives' out of consideration 
(and even out of existence)", Simmons v. U.S Army Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3rd 664 (7th Cir. 1997). As the 
10th Circuit explained in another case, “if the purposes and needs of the Project were so narrowly construed 
as to mandate the extra capacity only at 11400 South, we would conclude that such a narrow definition would 
be contrary to the mandates of NEPA.” Davis v. Mineta,302 F.3d 1104, 1119-20 (10th Cir. 2002). Several of 
the Alamo RMA’s suggested objectives accompanying the proposed purpose are so narrow as to mandate 
only one type of alternative: expansion of the US 281 roadway. The objectives focus excessively on roadway-
based improvements by using language such as: 1) “provide additional capacity . . . ;”  2) “Increase travel 
speeds . . . .;” and 3) “maintain and/improve access to adjacent land uses . . . . .” These elements should be 
removed so as to not rule out consideration of non-roadway based improvements. There are many ways to 
reduce congestion on US 281 that do not involve expanding the roadway or increasing travel speeds, yet the 
current language in the objectives would seem to favor a roadway expansion on US 281 above anything else.  
Maintaining or improving access to adjacent land uses, as one of the suggested objectives states, is especially 
problematic because it will force the selection of alternatives with continuous frontage roads and exclude 
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reasonable alternatives. Buying access rights, for example, is routinely done by transportation agencies 
across the country to manage access, reduce congestion, and improve safety without building continuous 
frontage roads. Yet the Alamo RMA’s objective of maintaining or improving access to adjacent land uses 
would necessitate continuous frontage roads (which are environmentally destructive and which research has 
shown to be associated with several adverse socioeconomic effects). This element should be removed. 
Necessity of Considering Peak Travel Demand Strategies in Combination with other Alternatives In 
developing reasonable alternatives, it is essential to keep in mind that NEPA requires agencies to consider 
combinations of alternatives rather than just various measures in isolation. In one of the cases cited above, the 
10th Circuit found a NEPA study deficient for reasons that included the following: “The EA/4(f) rejected these 
options because, standing alone, they would not meet the purpose and need of the Project. However, no effort 
was made to consider TSM and mass transit together and/or in conjunction with alternative road expansion as 
a means of meeting Project goals. This represents one of the most egregious shortfalls of the EA.” Davis v. 
Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1121-22. As required by NEPA, we hope that the list of preliminary alternatives 
presented at the November 17th meeting will be considered in combination. For example, a project 
incorporating 1) Transportation System Management (TSM) & Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures, 2) mass transit, 3) strategic grade separations, with limited roadway expansion to accommodate 
exits and entrances, and 4) purchase of access rights, could do a lot to address 3 congestion on US 281 if not 
reduce it entirely. By considering these options in combination with other alternatives, an expensive multi-lane 
expansion on US 281 could be minimized and possibly avoided altogether. Because multi-lane roadway 
expansions will certainly induce additional traffic and growth along US 281, thereby aggravating congestion, 
we recommend that TSM/TDM measures, HOV lanes, and mass transit should be a part of any preferred 
project for US 281. In the long-run, managing and reducing peak travel demand will be the only way to achieve 
an economically and environmentally sustainable transportation solution for US 281. In addition to the TSM 
and TDM measures mentioned in the preliminary alternatives, we would also strongly recommend 
consideration of reversible lanes, which has been shown to be an effective method of managing peak travel 
demand in other cities. Reversible lanes are not mentioned in the preliminary alternatives and they should be 
a part of the development of reasonable alternatives. Cooperating Agencies From the materials handed out 
at the November 17th meeting, it is still unclear as to who the cooperating agencies are for the US 281 EIS 
process. The materials only have a catch-all category of participating/cooperating agencies. We would again 
urge the lead agencies in this EIS process to work as closely as possible with the Edwards Aquifer Authority, 
the U.S. Army at Camp Bullis, and VIA such that these agencies are designated both cooperating and 
participating. As explained in our previous comments, these agencies have special expertise that requires 



Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009 

Page 46 of 84 

Reference
# 

(Please see 
Appendix E 
to search for 
a comment 
by name and 
the 
associated 
Reference #). 

Comment Comment 
Source 

Response 
(Please use this 
number to find the 
associated 
comment 
response 
immediately below 
this table in 
Section 5.) 

80, 
Cont. 

their involvement as cooperating agencies in this EIS process in order to comply with NEPA.  

81 #10; Complete item #10 ASAP with north & south elevated ramps to1604 east & west. “stop the delays.” Fax 2, 19 

82 

I was very disappointed to read in the newspaper about the outcome of the last meeting regarding the 
changes concerning the 281 Expressway. It seems to me the Board members decided upon themselves to 
vote in favor a toll road in the spite of the opinion of the people attending the meeting. I hope it was not for 
financial or political reasons that it was done. I disagree very strongly about the building of a Toll Road that in 
my opinion is not going to solve the traffic congestion at all and is going to benefit a small group of people 
including Governor Perry, which seems to be very much in favor of it. In my previous letter to you I 
recommended the elimination of the traffic lights located north of 1604 and the building of overpasses at the 
intersections, just like we have them on the south side of 1604. It was a big mistake when somebody decided 
to install traffic lights (3) on a wide road, where a large amount of cars travel every day at a high speed 
(between 60 and 70 miles per hour) and have to come all of a sudden to a complete stop, because of the 
lights. I hope you listen to the public’s opinion. I believe the public should vote on this issue. Otherwise, I wish 
you a lot of luck.  

Fax 2, 4, 7 

83 

I think way too much money was spent on all material handed out today (pages and pages!) & furthermore, 
the objectives didn't seem to "jive" with the purposes; most at table felt they were in isolation or rather, 
separated from the main issue: "toll" or "not to toll."  The commissioners, those on the transportation 
committee, take time to have these meetings, but then they don't heed the will of the people; they simply go 
along with their original, obvious goal to construct toll roads! The majority of the people do not want toll roads! 

Mail  1, 4, 16 

84 My wife and I would be in favor of any solution except toll roads. Mail Comment 
Noted 

85 No!!!!!!!! Toll Roads  adequate sound barriers Website 4, 17 

86 

Heavy traffic along 281 north of 1604 is enough reason to not shop in that area.  I really enjoy the amenities 
provided, but it's almost not worth the hassle of sitting in traffic.  I propose that overpasses only would help the 
flow of traffic tremendously but only temporarily.  Growth in the area is exponential, so I believe overpasses 
with a plan to expand the amount of lanes would be a great solution to the problem. 

Website Comment 
Noted 

87 I strongly believe any form of toll collection will have a serious negative impact on the environment and quality 
of life for all citizens of northern San Antonio.  I strongly oppose any form of toll collection system on US 281. Website 4 
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88 

My wife and I oppose any proposed toll road plans for the 281 corridor. We will support any and all efforts to 
stop placement of a toll road. We will support grass roots efforts to promote protest and resistance to the toll 
road concept.  The toll road is a bad idea and if developed we plan to sell our home and business and move to 
another city.   

Website Comment 
Noted 

89 

We need to increase the lanes of traffic for 281 and they should be paid for by the gas taxes we already pay.  
Public transportation will not work because the majority of those traveling on 281 do not go near where public 
transportation covers us.  We can expand the road without impacting water, pollution or anything else.  Those 
pushing for public transportation do not understand the negatives of buses or various train approaches.  These 
options do not make sense in reducing traffic or in real reductions in pollution!  Stop focusing on public 
transportation and work to get the road expanded, now!  We don't want toll roads; we want the TxDOT to 
provide funds that they collect from us every day with our gas taxes!  Stop the other proposals now! 

Website 4, 9, 14 

90 
Thank you for the information you have provided to keep the residents in the community affected by the 281 
challenges.  I received the large colorful newsletter, "The 4-1-1 on 281," and found it very beneficial.  I look 
forward to attending future meetings and receiving updated newsletters. 

Website Comment 
Noted 

91 Objectives and alternatives not intuitive to general public. Difficult to understand & interpret - would likely lead 
to invalid opinions. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 1, 13 

92 I'm not sure if this session was a good use of my time. The forms used were not easy to understand or what 
was really meant on each question. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 16 

93 This would be a great activity if it counted for everything. This process just goes on and on. Meeting 
Evaluation 19 

94 
Small groups need to focus on the question and answers and not as much off topic discussion. Lots of time 
spent on "what to do" - time to make a choice and starting work on it immediately is important - use tax dollars 
wisely. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

95 Limit discussion despite requests of members! Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

96 No toll roads  no HOV lanes  no HOT lanes  no express lanes  build the overpasses both directions Meeting 
Evaluation 2, 4, 10 

97 Too much focus on HOV + HOT lanes, since they don't encourage maximum usage of lanes. Meeting 
Evaluation 2, 4, 10 

98 We spent too much time trying to define what the terminology. Sounds like Alamo RMA was pushing their own 
agenda. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 
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99 I am highly opposed to tolls! Lived in Chicago so I know what living with them is like! Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

100 No Tolls! Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

101 Format of streets was limited. Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

102 We want and need a non-toll option. Need to be better stewards of tax dollars. Aquifer impact. Meeting 
Evaluation 4, 3 

103 Would've liked an open forum Q&A but this was my first meeting, usually out of town for work, have lots of 
questions. Forum was very specific to the feedback needed. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 16 

104 A light rail system from Bulverde to downtown would be very helpful. A couple park & rides between Bulverde 
& 1604 and perhaps one more between 1604 & Bitters Road could work. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 2, 10 

105 Include crash rate (on 281 vs. state rate) in animated slideshow. Include travel time averages Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

106 Display - Station #2 erroneous -bridges & lanes should have been added years ago. Item #10 Part 2 is the 
most desirable. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 2 

107 Location - Poor parking situation.  I hope this is not just a feel good exercise for the community. Get politics 
out of the equation. Use highway fund for what they were intended. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

108 
Location-too much vague "fluff" not enough detail; display-surprised staffers did not always have answers; 
Groups-not what we wanted to talk about.  The question is whether these meetings really accomplish anything 
or whether they are "window dressing" to make the citizens feel better but are ignored in the real plans. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 13, 16 

109 Don’t toll Texas! Meeting 
Evaluation 4 

110 Increase gas tax and remove education from gas tax. Replace education money with small sales tax increase. Meeting 
Evaluation 4, 9 

111 
Seems very slanted toward skewing opinion for tolls.  Groups: No Clear Objective. Take politics out! Get rid of 
appointed people on the MPO/RMA. They do not represent "we the people." And they are total political 
animals. P.S. Just follow the money. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 1, 4 

112 No Tolls - unless every road in every part of the city must be included to now pay for our road we already paid 
for theirs!!! 

Meeting 
Evaluation 4, 9 
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113 Use bigger signs to advertise Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

114 It’s time for additional lanes, and flyovers on highway 281 - without tolls Meeting 
Evaluation 2 

115 I find the wording of this "comment card"/"meeting evaluation" difficult to understand. For example - the "fatally 
flawed" section. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

116 Meeting format is too time consuming. Meeting 
Evaluation 16 

117 Location - Great but hard to find; Groups- confusing; #12 "implement policy changes and growth 
management" is absurdly intrusive in terms of government. It is already fatally flawed at the outset. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 10, 16 

118 

Many people still think an environmental impact statement has only to do with endangered species. Having the 
groups report out was not useful - even if they bring up important ideas, we have no opportunity to do anything 
with that info. Many people wanted to focus on tolls or costs. They didn't understand that we were simply 
evaluating alternatives and the other stuff will be addressed later. Having people who are experts intimately 
involved with the project give the briefings is probably a mistake - you need to have people with the same 
perspective as the audience do the talking. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 16 

119 The food was super. Beer would have been even better. Meeting 
Evaluation 

Comment 
Noted 

120 Part 1 - purpose and objectives somewhat confusing. Part 2- need to present toll and non-toll as alternatives, 
i.e. 10a. Non-Toll, 10b Toll. Whole process too complex (but understand it is driven by EIS structure. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 1, 2, 4, 16 

121 
Display: irrelevant photos/misleading shots; Comment: Complete conflict of interest for personal monetary 
gain. Not listening to private citizens. Smoke screen to benefit sale to H.B. Zachary for toll roads - Ditch the 
walkers & bikes. 

Meeting 
Evaluation 22 

122 Try very hard to reduce the EIS time so we can get started sooner. Meeting 
Evaluation 19 
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123 

Okay.  Basically, I don't think that we need to have toll roads, especially at this point.  Obama, George -- Our 
country is already in such a recession, and it looks like they're trying to bankrupt the whole United States.  And 
with people unemployed, if we're going to go into a depression or whatever is going to happen, people 
certainly cannot afford toll roads. We had the money.  The taxpayers have given the money to expand 281, as 
well as 1604, but it's because of government corruption, non-responsibility of -- you know, irresponsible fiscal 
use of the money.  You know, waste – government waste.  You know, corruption is the only -- you know, that's 
the reason that we don't have the money, is because the people who are supposed to be watching over and 
taking care of that money spent it on other things.  And so we've got the money.  So whoever spent it, pay it 
back to the taxpayers and use their own millions of dollars since they've spent ours. But we cannot afford to 
have any kind of toll roads.  We need to expand 281, but we certainly don't need any 20-lane road.  Give me a 
break.  You know, how asinine is that?  I think whenever you get into government, some way you lose all 
common sense and everything is only on me, me, me, and how can I get some money and how can this 
benefit me.  But, you know, they're supposed to be working for the taxpayers that pay their salaries, and we 
paid the money for the expansion of roads. We certainly do not need 20 lanes and we do not need a toll -- toll 
roads.  We've already paid for it.  Put the money where it's supposed to be used for and you wouldn’t have 
these problems. 

Court 
Reporter 4, 9, 12 

124 

What we want done on 281 is for the overpasses to be put in what we have paid for.  Myself, my family, my 
friends that live in this area, have not paid taxes for last 25, 30 years to have a toll road put in.  I'd like to know 
how is it possible that Comal County finds the resources to put their overpass in at 1863 and 281 ten years 
ago?  Maybe our politicians in Bexar County should call the officials in Comal County and find out how they 
did it because, apparently, they have knowledge and information resources that we, in Bexar County, do not 
have. Also, we're being told that there is just not enough money to fix all the roads the way they need to be 
when, I think, it's a matter of prioritizing.  It appears that TxDOT has chosen to spread the money out to areas 
that really don't need attention right now as in 37 and Military Highway where they're redoing the interchange.  
That could have been put off until 281, for example, is finished.  We want the overpasses that we paid for, 
nothing else.   

Court 
Reporter 9, 4  
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125 

I have a little bit of a concern about the format tonight.  I think that it was confusing to at least some people.  I 
know that some of the people at our table were very confused by the objectives and purpose.  They weren't 
clear.  Nobody really understood how to fill out those forms.  The overall format of having some group 
interaction, I think, was good, but the specific forms that we were given were not that useful. There are too 
many alternatives and -- and the alternatives did not make clear whether it was a tolled or un-tolled option.  It 
looks to me like they're trying to stealth the toll option in and there was nobody at our table that wants to see 
the road tolled.  I don't think there was anybody here tonight that wants to see the road tolled for any of 
numerous reasons.  We should have the funds to build the road with overpasses and frontage roads in a non 
tolled configuration.  The money was there.  Where did it go?  Let's just do it the way it was supposed to be 
done.  

Court 
Reporter 

1, 4, 11, 13, 
16 

126 

I was very concerned with the format of tonight's meeting, especially on the purpose and -- the objectives and 
the purposes.  I found the wording very ambiguous, difficult to understand.  You didn't know if You were voting 
for something that you were against.  Excuse me.  Voting is not the right word.  You didn't know if your opinion 
was -- if you were judging something that you were against and if you were actually being for it.  It was just 
very difficult to understand the format of tonight's meeting. In addition, as it pertains to the MPO 2035 
document that’s steering this EIS, they didn't mention anything about diminished growth of single-occupancy 
vehicles.  Today, 86,000 cars go over 281, whereas, the toll road would need 200,000 cars a day just to break 
even. Another thing I found inconsistent in the documents – in the working documents here is it is currently 
illegal in the state of Texas to encourage public-private partnerships.  In today's documents and in the MPO 
2035, they are encouraging public-private partnerships and, once again, they are illegal.  In addition to that, I 
would like to know what the Early Action Compact is.  I would like to know what the Texas State Data Center 
is and I would also like to know why is it that ACOG gets to approve population forecasts.  I would also like to 
see our state demographer present at the next EIS meeting.   

Court 
Reporter 

Specific 
Response see 
Section 5.2 
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127 

I live in the Northwood Hills Subdivision, which is located on the corner of Bulverde and Evans Road.  The 
Bulverde-Evans Project addresses the run-off water from Bulverde and the fact that it is going to be treated 
before it enters the aquifer.  I'm assuming that 281 run-off will also be that way. But my concern is in that 
subdivision, Northwood Hills, it is served -- the whole subdivision is serviced by septic tanks.  Since '98, those 
-- a number of those septic tanks have been flooded and, of late, it doesn't take but about three inches of rain 
to go over the lateral lines, over the holding tanks and that water is -- the purification of that water has not 
been addressed that I know of in any of the meetings.  I've been to several meetings. My question would be 
when and how would that water be treated if it's -- maybe they -- somebody don't even know it's happening, 
but I can show you where my lateral lines are.  It gets inundated every time it floods.  I've lived at that house 
37 years.  I've never had an opportunity or a reason to sump the septic tank, sump out the septic tank, clean 
out the septic tank, because Mother Nature does it for me on a regular basis.  And this putrid water is going 
downstream and somewhere down there it enters the purified water that comes off of the Bulverde Road 
Project, 281 project.  It all ends up in the aquifer, but nobody wants to address the septic tanks being flooded 
in the subdivision of Northwood Hills.  And that is my concern. And I would like to have that addressed or be 
contacted or I would be glad to visit someone or have a representative come out.  I'll do a walk-through on my 
property, show exactly what happens when the flood comes and it comes on a regular basis now. 

Court 
Reporter 

Specific 
Response see 
Section 5.2 

128 

First off, I just want to say that, based on what was covered tonight, that the use of my time coming to this 
event was not worthwhile.  Also wanted to go on record that the -- the sheets that were used, the worksheets, 
much of what was written on and how it was written was confusing and hard to understand what it means to 
agree or disagree, particularly on the comment card.  The -- the proposed and alternative worksheet, much of 
it was confusing what it actually was being proposed on some of these options. When it gets down to it, what 
will fix 90% of our problem, at least, is simply putting the overpasses that we have paid for and let's stop this 
nonsense and just get it done and stop holding us hostage on U. 281 north.   

Court 
Reporter 

2, 11, 13, 
16, 19 
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129 

I have quite a few concerns about the process.  I believe the -- the process should be a complete open forum.  
In other words, an open forum is where you have the presentation and then the public makes comments 
where everybody hears the comments at one time.  In other words, that's an open forum. I've been to 
Williamsburg, VA, and they explained in the 1700s how an open forum worked and it worked very well.  This 
was not an open forum.  This was, basically, a closed forum.  So you don't -- you don't get the reaction with 
the people present if you're in too small groups.  So the process, I don't think, it -- personally, I don't think was 
a good one. What the people want and what the people need is what they -- what the people can afford.  They 
already pay their gas tax and the registration fees.  These fees should be used for everyone.  It should not be 
discriminated against.  If they use these fees and funds in a toll road, it discriminates against a lot of people 
because a lot of people can't afford to pay extra in addition to their gas tax and registration fees and the other 
taxes they already pay and on a right-of-way that they have already paid for years and years and years ago.  
Now they want to convert that right-of-way to a toll road?  This is just wrong.  We should never have any kind 
of law that allows that to happen.  That is just -- That's, basically, very fraudulent act of the people in power 
and the politicians to ride over the people because take a right-of-way that they've paid for and then turn it into 
a toll road?  That's just wrong. What we need is we need to make sure that the culture of San Antonio is not 
destroyed.  This culture is very open, very friendly.  We welcome everyone to this community.  A toll road 
would be very, very unfriendly to our tourism business, to our military personnel that -- that are stationed here 
and our medical-needs people who work and come here for medical services.  And now we're going to put toll 
roads all over San Antonio? Or have a two-tiered system where the rich can afford to get on a nice road and 
then people who don't have those means are stuck in traffic or weaving through neighborhoods and hurting 
the neighborhood streets, causing those costs to go up.  This is just not the way to have a good transportation 
system. We need roads.  We've got our cars, we've got our trucks, but we don't have a road to use them on.  
We need a freeway out here on 281 and we need overpasses that everybody can use and get it done.  These 
special interests that want these toll roads and people who say that we don't have any money, we're going to 
have to all work together to get the money to build a freeway that the people want.  

Court 
Reporter 

4, 9, 16, 18, 
21 
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5.0 OFFICIAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

5.1. General Comments and Responses 
As noted in Section 4, if a comment was submitted multiple times or several comments were 
related in topic, the comments were grouped logically and a general response and associated 
Response # was given to each comment in Table 6.  Each group of comments is labeled as 
General Comment with the associated General Response immediately following. 
 
General Comment 1: The project objectives are very broad and confusing.  Why do they not 
include consideration for finding a low cost option, timeliness or funding alternatives?  They do 
not address the main issue, “we do not want tolls”. 
 
General Response 1: The purpose of US 281 corridor improvements is to improve mobility and 
accessibility, enhance safety, and improve community quality of life.   
 
Goals and objectives for US 281 were derived from the evaluation of the problems and needs 
identified by previous studies, from public input during the scoping process, and from meetings 
with the US 281 Community Advisory Committee and the US 281 Peer Technical Review 
Committee.  The US 281 Community Advisory Committee is composed of representatives of 
residential, business and other stakeholders’ organizations, including civic, community and 
environmental groups, education institutions and businesses located within San Antonio.  The 
US 281 Peer Technical Review Committee is composed of representatives from the agencies 
and local governments that have a role in funding, permitting, and/or planning/implementing 
proposed transportation improvements in Bexar County.  The goals and objectives were 
established to help define the direction and character of the EIS and used as a point of 
reference during the development and evaluation of potential alternatives to determine how well 
each potential alternative performed.
 
Address Growth 

 Satisfy travel demand 
 Be consistent with local and regional 

plans and policies 
 Develop facilities for multi-modal 

transportation 
 Allow for future high capacity transit 

 
Improve Functionality 

 Reduce travel time and increase 
travel speeds 

 Reduce conflicts between local and 
through traffic 

 Improve access to adjacent property 
 
 

Improve Safety 
 Reduce accident rates 

 
Improve Quality of Life 

 Avoid/minimize adverse social & 
economic impacts 

 Avoid/minimize water quality impacts 
 Avoid/minimize impacts to wildlife 

habitat 
 Enhance air quality  
 Minimize noise impacts 
 Maximize use of non-toll funds 
 Provide for aesthetics and 

landscaping 
 Provide facilities for walking & biking

One of the objectives is to “maximize the use of non-toll funds”.  The intention behind this goal is 
to consider ways to bring as much non-tolled funding as possible to US 281.  Timeliness was 
not included as an objective in an effort to have a broad range of goals that do not favor one 
funding option over another.  
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General Comment 2: Why were Heavy Rail, Commuter Rail, Monorail, Automated Guideway 
Transit, Personal Rapid Transit and New Parallel Corridor eliminated for further consideration? 
Which alternatives were carried forward in the process and evaluated in more detail?   
 
General Response 2: The preliminary range of alternatives represented a variety of 
transportation improvement strategies to meet the Need and Purpose of the project:  Address 
Growth, Improve Safety, Improve Functionality, and Enhance Quality of Life.  According to 
NEPA, the Alamo RMA must consider the full range of Reasonable Alternatives, which are 
defined as those that meet the need and purpose.  This list of preliminary alternatives was 
refined based on input received from participating and cooperating agencies, stakeholder 
groups, and the public as well as transportation professionals.   
 
The preliminary range of alternatives was evaluated through a three-level screening process.  
Level 1 evaluation conducted a “fatal flaw” analysis of all of the preliminary alternatives using 
qualitative criteria, and eliminated alternatives that did not meet them.  The remaining 
alternatives were carried forward to Level 2.  The Level 2 evaluation included a more detailed 
modal analysis based on a series of decision points that resulted in an alternative either being 
eliminated or categorized as a primary alternative, other alternative or complementary element.  
Primary and other alternatives were packaged to form Multi-Modal Alternatives for Level 3 
evaluation.  Level 3 screening used detailed quantitative and qualitative criteria based on the 
goals and objectives indentified in the Need and Purpose statement to compare each alternative 
against the No-Build benchmark.  Results of the Level 3 evaluation either eliminated the 
alternative or advanced it to be combined with the complementary elements for additional 
analysis in the Draft EIS.  An overview of the evaluation process is shown in Figure 2 and more 
a detailed look at each level of evaluation follows below. 

 
Figure 2 - Overview of Alternatives Evaluation Process  
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Source: US 281 EIS Team, 2010 
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Level 1 evaluation used a “fatal flaw qualitative analysis method that resulted in a pass/fail 
decision for each of the Level 1 alternatives.  The criteria for this level of analysis were 
grounded in the Need and Purpose for the project and are as follows: 
 

 Is the alternative compatible with regional and/or corridor plans? – This question 
addressed the planned growth in the region and ensured that alternatives fit into the 
future vision for the corridor, such as Mobility 2035 and VIA’s Comprehensive Long 
Range Plan. 

 
 Is this a proven technology? – This question spoke to the functionality of the alternative 

for the US 281 project corridor by ensuring that it had been successfully implemented in 
other corridors similar to US 281.   

 
 Does the alternative avoid major adverse social, economic and/or environmental 

impacts? – This criteria is tied to the quality of life component of the Need and Purpose 
statement.   

 
All alternatives were evaluated on these three criteria.  Alternatives that did not met all three 
criteria of Level 1 evaluation consequently did not meet the objectives set out in the Need and 
Purpose and were therefore recommended for elimination.  Those alternatives satisfying the 
three criteria were advanced to Level 2 evaluation.  The No-Build Alternative was also 
advanced, per NEPA requirements.  Figure 3 illustrates the Level 1 evaluation process and the 
results of the “fatal flaw” analysis. 
 

 
Figure 3 - Level 1 Evaluation Process and Results 
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Five transit alternatives and one highway alternative were eliminated as a result of the Level 1 
analysis.  The five transit alternatives included heavy rail, commuter rail, monorail, Automated 
Guideway Transit, and Personal Rapid Transit.  These transit alternatives were removed from 
further consideration because they were not compatible with the regional and/or corridor plans.  
In addition, Personal Rapid Transit was eliminated because it did not have a proven track record 
for implementation in a context similar to the US 281 project corridor.  Among the highway 
alternatives, the new parallel corridor alternative was eliminated because the area is heavily 
developed with residential and commercial property on both sides of US 281.  A new parallel 
corridor on either side of US 281 would potentially have high adverse social, economic and/or 
environmental impacts. 
 
General Comment 3: I’m concerned about impacts to the Edwards Aquifer and my drinking 
water, how can we improve US 281 with less of an impact to the aquifer?   
 
General Response 3: The Corridor lies within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone as defined 
by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. Corridor transportation improvements must 
comply with the rules set forth by Texas Commission on Environmental Quality pertaining to 
development and stormwater quality. The rules state that all storm water runoff must be treated 
by stormwater facilities to remove a certain percentage of the pollutant load contained within the 
runoff. Texas Commission on Environmental Quality refers to these pollutants as Total 
Suspended Solids.  
 
The US 281 EIS Team is considering some innovative water quality and stormwater 
management approaches for possible application in the US 281 Project Corridor.  Stormwater 
treatment facilities are traditionally comprised of mostly large, unsightly ponds that meet the 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality requirements, but take up large amounts of 
valuable land and require heavy maintenance in order to maintain the aesthetics of the pond as 
well as its function. Most roadways in Texas manage or treat stormwater with collection inlets 
that convey the stormwater in pipes or box culverts, ultimately releasing it in large, “end-of-pipe” 
facilities located at the bottom of drainage areas. Conventional construction and storm drain 
system design typically alter natural hydrologic (water movement) functions by discouraging 
infiltration and groundwater recharge and increasing runoff flow rate and total runoff volume. 
The increased runoff flow rates are addressed with detention basins, but they do not address 
the additional runoff volume. It is this additional runoff volume that used to soak into the ground 
that is now on the surface and which ultimately has a negative impact on the downstream 
environmental conditions. The conventional methods are generally unattractive depositories for 
trash and are oftentimes out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood and community. 
 
Alternatively, “distributed” water quality and stormwater management techniques address the 
hydrologic changes of impervious cover near the location of the precipitation impact (as 
opposed to the “end-of-pipe” methods) and make use of a multitude of several smaller 
Integrated Management Practices located throughout the watershed. Some technical journals 
refer to these techniques as Low Impact Development. These methods address water quality, 
runoff rate and runoff volume. Through the use of vegetation, soil amendments and grading they 
provide more distributed “storage” within the watershed which decreases the downstream 
impact of an increased impervious cover. These methods focus on Landscape Integrated 
Design into the overall stormwater management plan. The distributed methods tend to provide a 
better “base flow” condition to the receiving waterways (duration and frequency) which typically 
helps the overall habitat value. 
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With the recent innovations of distributed Integrated Management Practices technology and 
methodology, new stormwater facilities are being used that meet the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality requirements for Total Suspended Solids removal and also provide a 
much gentler and aesthetically pleasing environment. These methods have also been approved 
to be used within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone by the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality. These facilities typically require traditional landscape maintenance which 
would be performed regularly anyway. 
 
Low Impact Development is a basic principle that is modeled after nature with the goal to 
manage rainfall/runoff at the source using uniformly distributed and dispersed, small, cost-
effective stormwater structures and landscape features. Low Impact Development’s goal is to 
mimic the predevelopment hydrology of a project site or property by using design techniques 
that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to its source. Low Impact 
Development relies heavily on smarter and advanced technologies because the emphasis of 
Low Impact Development is to make the land, a project or development sits on, act 
hydrologically like it was undeveloped land. These sustainable site design techniques also help 
to minimize or eliminate the need and cost for landscape irrigation. 
 
Low Impact Development designs move the design focus away from a “collect, convey and 
discharge the runoff as quickly as you can” strategy to one that focuses on “slow down, soak up 
and spread out” the runoff. This treats stormwater near the precipitation impact instead of 
passing it onto another downstream parcel of land or stormwater network. The strategy 
includes, among other things, infiltration (“soak away”) trenches, open vegetated road swales, 
vegetated bio-filtration areas, pretreatment media vaults, permeable friction pavement, 
permeable sidewalks, oil/grease removal, urban forest landscape practices, and soil 
amendments that store and filter runoff. Typically, this strategy is accomplished at an equivalent 
or reduced cost over conventional stormwater collection and treatment, and provides increased 
benefits to communities and the environment. Each Integrated Management Practice has 
certain strong points or “performance capabilities” that are attractive; some function well in 
controlling the runoff volume, others help with regulating the peak flow rate, and others help with 
water quality. The new Low Impact Development strategy is also a great way to “green up” a 
community, using vegetation to make our communities more attractive. 
 
Simply put, distributed water quality and innovative stormwater management techniques help 
keep rainwater on site, slowly releasing it, and allowing for natural physical, chemical and 
biological processes to do their job while avoiding environmental impacts and expensive 
treatment systems. The associated vegetation and landscaping also offers human “quality of 
life” opportunities by greening the US 281 Project Corridor, thus contributing to livability, value, 
sense of place, and aesthetics. 
 
General Comment 4: What funding options are being considered for improvements to US 281?   
 
General Response 4: US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive is an integral part of the San 
Antonio-Bexar County Metropolitan Planning Organization (SA-BC MPO) Mobility 2035, which is 
the region’s long-range metropolitan transportation plan (MTP). The MTP was adopted by the 
SA-BC MPO on December 7, 2009 and updated in October 2011. The project is included in 
Mobility 2035 as a six-lane toll expressway with non-toll outer lanes (i.e., frontage roads) and 
non-toll direct connector ramps at the northern half of the US 281 interchange with Loop 1604.  
The project is shown in Mobility 2035 to have an estimated cost of $521,513,685 in year-of-
expenditure (YOE) dollars.   
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The MTP allocates Category 2 (Texas Mobility Fund) funding to this project in Fiscal Years (FY) 
2013 through 2020 in the total amount of $112,220,000. Other sources of funding for this project 
identified in the MTP include bonds and federal loans. Additional non-toll sources of funding 
may be allocated to US 281 improvements by the MPO’s governing body, the Transportation 
Policy Board, in future MTP updates or amendments. The project is also included in the FY 
2011 – 2014 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP was unanimously approved 
by the MPO Transportation Policy Board at their meeting on May 17, 2010. The project was 
subsequently included in the FY 2011-2014 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(TxDOT, September, 2010). This document is available at 
http://www.sametroplan.org/Plans/TIP/tip.html. 
 
Both non-toll and toll funding and/or financing options for US 281 transportation improvements 
will be considered during the EIS process. The EIS must be consistent with the MTP in order to 
advance the project to a Record of Decision (ROD) from FHWA. If the recommendation for the 
Selected Alternative is different from what is included in the MTP, there are two options to 
ensure consistency: (1) an amendment to the MTP that reflects the recommendation for the 
Selected Alternative or (2) the recommendation for the Selected Alternative would have to be 
revisited within the EIS. 
 
Toll roads have the potential to disproportionately affect low-income populations because a low-
income person would have to use a larger percentage of his or her income to pay tolls when 
compared to the general population, given the same level of use. The Expressway Alternative 
and the Elevated Expressway Alternative are being considered for non-toll, toll and managed 
lane options.  Therefore, the US 281 EIS will analyze the potential effects on low-income 
populations resulting from operation of US 281 with toll and/or managed lanes.  The EIS also 
gives consideration to the toll collection system in terms of right-of-way requirements, how tolls 
would be collected, and the Alamo RMA’s toll policies and procedures. 
 
General Comment 5: This meeting focused on the range of preliminary alternatives and how 
these alternatives would be evaluated in the alternatives screening process.  Why does the 
evaluation of environmental impacts occur later in the process? 
 
General Response 5: The preliminary range of alternatives was evaluated through a three-
level screening process.  Level 1 evaluation conducted a “fatal flaw” analysis of all of the 
preliminary alternatives using qualitative criteria, and eliminated alternatives that did not meet 
them.  This public scoping meeting (November 17, 2009) focused on the results from Level 1 
evaluation process.  The next public meeting occurred on April 29, 2010 and presented the 
results of the Level 2 and Level 3 evaluation process.   
 
The alternatives screening and evaluation process is performed at a conceptual level of detail in 
an effort to narrow down the options before the design of the roadway.  In order to determine 
environmental impacts, a higher level of design is necessary.  As part of Level 3 analysis, an 
overview assessment of environmental factors was prepared for the purpose of comparing and 
screening the alternatives.  The information presented below is preliminary and subject to 
change based on field surveys and additional engineering during preparation of the Draft EIS.  
Potential impacts resulting from solutions to access issues, such as frontage roads, backage 
roads, the purchase of access right and/or any combination of these have not been included in 
the below data.  The environmental factors presented below will be explored in greater detail for 
the reasonable alternatives that have been identified through the screening process. 
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Right-of-Way (ROW) 
All Level 3 alternatives were compared based on the number of additional acres of ROW that 
would be required to implement each alternative, as well as the total number of ROW acres that 
fall within the footprint of each alternative. 
 
Karst Zones 
Karst is a geologic feature that is shaped by the dissolution of soluble rock (i.e. limestone) and 
is characterized by underground openings and caves.  Karst features are important to evaluate 
because they are potential habitat for endangered species.  Karst is categorized in zones from 1 
to 4.  Zone 1 is known to be home to listed species and Zone 2 has high potential to be prime 
habitat for listed species.  Zones 3 and 4 have little potential to be prime habitat.  All Level 3 
alternatives were compared based on the total number of acres of ROW in Karst Zones 1 & 2.  
 
Karst Invertebrate Critical Habitat 
The distance from known karst invertebrate critical habitat for each Level 3 alternative was 
evaluated.  Past investigation of the karst geology within the project corridor reveals that critical 
karst invertebrate habitat has been surveyed and identified.  Karst invertebrates are endemic to 
the region and are considered protected, endangered species. 
 
Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone 
The Edwards Aquifer is the primary source of drinking water for the larger metropolitan region of 
San Antonio.  The recharge zone is a hydrogeological area where surface water enters the 
aquifer and replenishes its water supply.  The number of acres of recharge zone under the 
footprint of each alternative was determined as mitigation factors must be considered to 
manage the water quality of roadway runoff. 
 
Displacements 
As all build alternatives would require additional ROW, there is a potential that the land 
identified for the roadway improvement may have an existing residential or commercial use.  
Displacing residences and businesses requires legislative authority and legal compliance and 
may involve environmental justice considerations.  As such, this criterion identified the number 
of residential and commercial parcels that would be impacted by each alternative. 
 
Historic Properties 
Properties that have been listed on the National Register of Historic Places have been surveyed 
and deemed to have architectural, historic and/or cultural value worthy of designation and 
protection.  Based on previous surveys conducted in the project corridor, there are no properties 
listed within 150 feet of the ROW for any alternative considered for US 281 improvements.  
 
Archaeological Resources 
Central Texas and the San Antonio area have a rich history; therefore, the land in the project 
corridor has the potential to hold relics, structures, and other historic artifacts.  Based on 
previous archaeological surveys, topography, geology, and hydrology, areas of high probability 
for archeological resources were determined for the project corridor.  For each alternative, the 
number of acres with a high probability for archeological resources was identified within the 
ROW. 
 
Wildlife Habitat 
In terms of ecological succession, wooded habitats are the most developed and, therefore, have 
the potential to house a greater diversity of wildlife.  In an effort to determine the impact that 
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each alternative might have on wildlife habitat, each alternative was evaluated based on how 
many acres of wooded land habitat would be included in the ROW. 
 
Hazardous Materials 
Hazardous materials sites are not compatible with roadways and the traveling public for safety 
reasons.  This criterion counted the number of known hazardous material sites within the ROW 
footprints for each alternative. 
 
Air Quality 
According to the Federal Clean Air Act, vehicle emission levels must meet a designated 
standard in order to be in compliance.  In anticipation of the future growth of the San Antonio 
metropolitan area, strategies must be considered that will maintain air quality, and ensure 
attainment of emission standards.  As part of Level 3 screening, each alternative was evaluated 
based on its ability to reduce the emission of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) based on 
projected 2035 traffic demands compared to the No-Build. 
 
Streams 
Like wildlife habitat, streams provide a critical habitat for a diversity of life.  In addition, the 
dynamic nature of waterways causes water levels in streams to rise and fall, and stream banks 
to change shape through erosion and deposition processes.  Roadways that cross streams 
must be built to ensure safety of the infrastructure while minimizing impact to the waterway 
ecology.  Level 3 screening identified the number of times each alternative crosses a stream, as 
well as the number of linear feet of stream that might be impacted at each crossing. 
 
Traffic Noise 
A change in roadway design can impact the perceived traffic noise.  As defined by FHWA, 
Category B noise receivers include: parks, playgrounds, recreation areas, residential areas, 
hotels, motels, hospitals, churches, and schools.  Level 3 screening located Category B noise 
receivers for each alternative.  All receivers that were located with 500 feet of each alternative 
ROW were identified. 
 
Floodplains 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency uses the 100-year floodplain designation as a 
measure of safety risk associated with flooding.  In general, development in the 100-year 
floodplain should be avoided.  While roadways can be built within floodplains, they must 
accommodate the rise and fall of water during a flood event and consideration should be given 
to the impact construction may have on the shape and size of the floodplain.  The Level 3 
screening identified the number of acres of 100-year floodplain that would be potentially 
impacted for each alternative. 
 
Impervious Cover 
Impervious cover is an important environmental metric as it has a large impact on water 
movement and water quality.  Roadway runoff can carry roadway contaminants into receiving 
waters if appropriate management techniques are not adequate. Level 3 screening identified the 
number of acres of impervious cover that would be added if the alternative was implemented as 
well as the total acreage of the impervious cover footprint for each alternative. 
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General Comment 6: One of the alternatives was to simply add lanes to US 281, how would 
this work? 
 
General Response 6: Adding additional lanes on US 281 was considered because it would be 
an inexpensive way to add capacity.  Unfortunately, adding an additional lane in each direction 
of travel would only increase capacity by about thirty-three (33) percent in the existing six lane 
roadway.  Meanwhile, because of continued growth within the immediate area surrounding US 
281 and in Comal County, traffic demand is expected to double by 2035.   
 
Each additional lane added to the existing highway is likely to be less effective because of 
motorist’s reluctance to use the middle lanes, since it’s difficult at times getting to the outside 
lanes to exit the roadway.  This is why few roadways, similar to the existing US 281 are 
constructed to more than six-lanes across.   
 
On a broader note, simply widening US 281, as it is presently designed does nothing to improve 
safety, and as noted above only marginally improves capacity.  Adding additional lanes on US 
281 would not eliminate the conflicts created by at-grade intersections and driveways with the 
higher speed through lanes.  
 
General Comment 7: Why can’t we vote on how to improve US 281? 
 
General Response 7: It is important to understand that commenting or providing input during 
the EIS process is not a vote on whether an action should take place or not.  However, public 
input can influence the decisions made during this process.  The NEPA requires that project 
decision makers be informed of the environmental consequences of their decisions.   

 
General Comment 8: Could reversible lanes work on US 281? 
 
General Response 8: Reversible lanes are a great way to cost-effectively solve congestion 
where there are heavy imbalances in peak hour traffic flows, and these strategies have been 
successfully employed in Dallas, Houston, and New York City.  For this reason and based on 
public comment, they were evaluated as an improvement option on US 281. 
 
Peak hour (or rush hour) traffic counts were collected, in February of 2010, in the morning and 
afternoon at a number of the US 281 intersections.  Peak-hour, directional traffic flows were 
calculated on US 281 north and south of each of these locations in order to determine the 
direction and magnitude of these traffic flows.  All of this information is summarized in the 
following table. 
 

Table 7.  Peak Hour Traffic Flow Characteristics 

Location of Traffic Count 
Peak Period 
(Hour) 

Southbound 
Peak Traffic 

Northbound 
Peak Traffic 

Directional 
Flow (%) 

North of Marshall Road 
7 AM to 9 AM 3,909 1,912 67/33 
4 PM to 6 PM 2,772 4,139 40/60 

South of Encino Rio 
7 AM to 9 AM 9,157 4,343 68/32 
4 PM to 6 PM 5,154 6,523 44/56 

Average 
7 AM to 9 AM 6,533 3,128 68/32 
4 PM to 6 PM 3,963 5,331 43/57 

Source: US 281 EIS Team 2010 
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While the morning rush hour does have a very heavy directional split to it (undoubtedly related 
to northern suburban commuters traveling to employment locations south of Loop 1604), the 
afternoon rush hour does not have a heavy directionality to it.  Thus, in the morning peak, where 
twice as many vehicles travel southbound as northbound, special directional facilities could be 
helpful in moving the southbound traffic without adversely affecting the northbound traffic flows.  
But in the afternoon, there is only a very slight directional preference favoring the northbound 
movements back to the suburbs until one gets north of Marshall Road on US 281.  Reversible 
lanes would not be helpful in such instances.   
 
As a result, improvement alternatives that favor one direction over another (such as reversible 
lanes) on US 281 could only make sense if they reduced the infrastructure required during the 
morning peak (or rush hour).  There could be no such benefit during the afternoon peak, so 
such an alternative would have to “do no harm” during that period.  While possible, the cost 
effectiveness of such an alternative serving only a few hours of traffic a day suggests that such 
an investment might not be cost effective. 
 
General Comment 9: I have already paid for US 281 improvements with my gas tax, but it has 
apparently been diverted to other areas besides Bexar County.   
 
General Response 9: The collection and distribution of federal and state taxes to support 
transportation improvements are not tied to specific roadways or counties of origin.  According 
to TxDOT’s Project Selection Process (TxDOT Finance Division, Abridged Seventh Edition, 
November 2009), “Projects can be financed through a number of sources, including local 
funding, state funding (revenue from motor fuel taxes, registration fees, etc.), federal funding, 
debt financing, pass through financing, toll equity and public-private partnerships. Many projects 
are funded through a combination of resources.  At the local level, TxDOT, the MPO, local 
officials and the public evaluate the project and work together to develop a strong proposal. 
Local transportation professionals, including engineers, planners and environmental specialists, 
evaluate the project’s viability and environmental implications.  Different solutions are evaluated 
and costs are estimated.  TxDOT has 12 funding categories to fund various types of projects. 
Projects fall under the Statewide Preservation and Safety Program (SPSP) and the Statewide 
Mobility and Supplemental Transportation Program (SMSTP).  Federal funds come from the 
Federal Highway Trust Fund, a pool of money generated by federal fuel taxes and other related 
fees from all 50 states and the commonwealths of the United States.  Money from the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund is allocated to TxDOT based on formulas established by federal 
transportation legislation. The distribution of these federal funds throughout the state is based 
on criteria and funding formulas approved annually by the Texas Transportation Commission.” 
  
General Comment 10: How do the complementary elements such as growth management, 
transportation system management and transportation demand management (including the 
creation of more work/live/play planned communities within the US 281 project corridor that 
could reduce commuting distances) weigh into each alternative? 
 
General Response 10: Strategies to address congestion in the US 281 project corridor are 
included in Mobility 2035.  These strategies are described below and are applicable to all 
alternatives including the No-Build Alternative.   
 
Growth Management 
Growth management refers to local and/or regional policy initiatives that are intended to 
influence the location and density of residential and commercial land uses in the metropolitan 
area.  Mobility 2035 has adopted a land use scenario that promotes Transit Oriented 
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Development and Infill Development in the San Antonio area as a growth management strategy.  
As part of the infill strategy, this scenario limits growth outside of Loop 1604 in Bexar County 
and aims at more efficient land uses that reduce trip lengths. 
 
It should be noted that implementation of these planning actions may vary within the US 281 
project corridor.  This is because a portion of the corridor is located in the City of San Antonio, 
from Loop 1604 to approximately Marshall Road, and the unincorporated area north of Marshall 
Road is regulated by Bexar County.  Unlike the City of San Antonio, Bexar County does not 
have the power to regulate zoning on land in the county, or the use or appearance of property.   
 
Transportation System Management (TSM) 
TSM refers to easily implementable, low capital cost transportation improvements that increase 
the efficiency of transportation facilities and services.  The US 281 Super Street is an example 
of TSM.  Other examples include improved signal management, access management, 
ridesharing, and incident management programs. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
TDM typically refers to policies and programs that are directed towards reducing single 
occupant vehicle travel.  TDM can be an effective alternative to increasing capacity of a 
transportation system.  Some examples of TDM include area pricing, alternative work 
schedules, and parking management.   
 
In addition to the strategies highlighted above, the EIS is considering bus, Park-n-Ride facilities, 
and bike and pedestrian facilities in combination with each build alternative. 
 
These strategies are analyzed in more detail in the Draft EIS. 
 
General Comment 11: What happened to the original plan TxDOT proposed in 2000?  Just 
build the overpasses. 
 
General Response 11: Without environmental clearance in place, we cannot add new capacity 
(using federal funds) to US 281.  The Alamo RMA's US 281 EIS will help regain environmental 
clearance for new capacity to be added to US 281, provided the EIS ultimately recommends a 
build alternative.  According to NEPA, the FHWA, TxDOT and the Alamo RMA can only select 
an alternative that has been studied and disclosed in an approved environmental document, in 
this case an EIS.  This action could allow for overpasses and new lanes to be built - or any other 
option for new capacity. 
 
Overpasses with entrance/exit ramps and frontage roads were considered as an alternative 
within the EIS process.   
 
Please see General Response 19 for more information on the previous environmental studies 
on the US 281. 
 
General Comment 12: Toll roads are grossly overbuilt.  We do not need a 20-lane toll road. 
 
General Response 12: The analysis to determine the number of lanes needed throughout a 
roadway is based on the MPO’s traffic model for each alternative.  There are currently no 
locations that propose a 20 lane wide cross-section.  As an example, the typical cross-section 
for Build Alternative 2 (Expressway) is three main lanes both northbound and southbound with 
two to three lane frontage roads.  At various locations in Build Alternative 2, between the 
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entrance and exit ramps, an additional lane was proposed to provide space for cars to safely 
merge with thru traffic.  The following figure illustrates a section of US 281 in Build Alternative 2.  
In section A-A, there are a total of 14 lanes, eight are main lanes and six are frontage road 
lanes.  In section B-B, there are again 14 lanes, six main lanes, six frontage road lanes, and two 
ramp lanes. 
 

 
Figure 4 - Example of the Number of Lanes on US 281 
 
Where the frontage roads approach a major cross-street, such as Evans Road or Stone Oak 
Parkway, there would be additional lanes proposed as necessary for U-turn and right turn lanes.  
The analysis to determine the number of lanes needed to accommodate turning movements has 
not been completed at this stage of the project. 
 
General Comment 13: Why was the information so general at this meeting?  I need more 
details to decide which are the best options.  Why were costs not included in the meeting 
information?  How can we provide feedback if we don’t know how much money these 
alternatives will cost? 
 
General Response 13: The purpose of Public Scoping Meeting #2 was to present and request 
input on the following aspects of the EIS: 

 the objectives that further define the need and purpose for improvements to US 281 
 the recommended preliminary range of alternatives 
 the recommended method for evaluation and screening the alternatives 

 
Due to the early stage of the EIS in November 2009 when this meeting occurred, the preliminary 
range of alternatives and method of evaluation and screening for the alternatives were 
presented at a conceptual level of detail so the US 281 EIS team could gather input before 
moving farther into the EIS process.  Later in the EIS process at the next public meeting on April 
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29, 2010 more information was presented, such as the results of Level 2 and Level 3 of the 
alternatives evaluation and screening process, more detailed information on the alternatives 
including schematics and data including traffic information, speeds, ROW requirements and 
baseline environmental data was presented to compare each alternative to each other.   
 
Preliminary cost estimates were presented for the build alternatives to the Community Advisory 
Committee on February 16, 2011, and refined cost estimates will be included in the Draft EIS.   
 
All materials from public meetings and Community Advisory Committee meetings are available 
on www.411on281.com/US281EIS. 
 
General Comment 14: Why is public transportation being considered, that will not solve the 
problem on US 281? 
 
General Response 14: As with any project going through the NEPA process, we are required 
to consider all reasonable alternatives.  On US 281, public transit was not found to be a solution 
to all existing and future safety/traffic congestion problems.  However, it does have a place in 
the community’s tool box to provide mobility, and therefore designs have been developed that 
would not preclude its implementation at a future time, when additional highway widening might 
not be feasible or cost-effective. 
 
General Comment 15: Questions about the US 281 Super Street, the US 281/Loop 1604 
Interchange and the Loop 1604 EIS. 
 
General Response 15:  
US 281 Super Street - FHWA has approved the environmental document (a Categorical 
Exclusion) for proposed operational and safety improvements on US 281 at Encino Rio Road, 
Evans Road, Stone Oak Parkway and Marshall Road, commonly referred to as the “US 281 
Super Street.”  While not a permanent fix for the congestion on US 281, the Super Street is an 
interim solution, to provide relief today between Encino Rio Road and Marshall Road, while 
allowing the work on the US 281 EIS to move forward.  Work on the US 281 Super Street 
started in March 2010 and was completed in fall of 2010.  The US 281 Super Street is a 
separate project from the US 281 EIS; for more information regarding the US 281 Super Street 
project please visit www.AlamoRMA.com. 
 
US 281/Loop 1604 Interchange - As part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (ARRA), also known as the Federal Stimulus program, the Alamo RMA has received $140 
million in funding to construct four non-toll southern direct connectors between US 281 and 
Loop 1604 on the north side of San Antonio.  In April 2010, the Alamo RMA Board of Directors 
awarded Williams Brothers Construction Company the Design- Build contract.  These four 
connectors will help provide direct access between these two roadways for approximately 
50,000 vehicles a day when construction in finished.  The US 281/Loop 1604 Interchange is a 
separate project from the US 281 EIS.  For additional information on this project or to submit a 
comment, please visit www.AlamoRMA.com. 
 
Loop 1604 EIS - The Loop 1604 EIS will be the most comprehensive environmental study ever 
conducted on potential improvements to Loop 1604.  The study began in 2009 for the portion of 
Loop 1604 from FM 1957 (Potranco Road) to IH 35 North.  Inclusion of the portion of Loop 1604 
between US 90 West and Potranco Road (FM 1957) has been added since the first public 
scoping meetings were held on October 21 and 22, 2009.  For more information or to provide 
comments on this project, please visit www.morefor1604.com. 

http://www.411on281.com/US281EIS
http://www.alamorma.com/
http://www.alamorma.com/
http://www.morefor1604.com/
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Each of these projects – the US 281 Super Street, US 281/Loop 1604 Interchange, and Loop 
1604 – is a separate project with independent utility.  The impacts from each project will be 
accounted for in the US 281 EIS analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts. The 281 EIS will 
account for the impacts from the Loop 1604 project that fall within the US 281 resource study 
areas.  
  
General Comment 16: Why was this meeting format chosen?   
 
General Response 16: The meeting format was an open house, followed by a presentation and 
a small group exercise.  The intent of the meeting format is to provide a free exchange of project 
views and concerns while accommodating the different ways in which people learn and 
communicate.  The open house format kept everyone informed about the EIS process while 
allowing attendees to discuss their own comments and questions with a variety of subject matter 
experts through engaging, two-way dialogues.  The presentation provided an explanation for the 
purpose behind the meeting and all the exhibits on display.  After the presentation attendees 
were broken into small groups to discuss the information presented in the open house and the 
presentation in more detail.  This exercise provided an opportunity for participants to hear and 
exchange differing viewpoints with each other.  Through this format, all attendees had the 
opportunity to exchange ideas and provide input on the need and purpose for improvements to 
US 281, and a range of alternatives to address growth, improve safety, improve mobility and 
enhance quality of life in the US 281 corridor.   
 
In addition, there were numerous ways for attendees to make comments, such as (1) filling out 
a comment card and dropping it into the comment box; (2) giving comments verbally to a court 
reporter; (3) submitting comments by fax, email or the project website; and (4) mailing written 
comments to the Alamo RMA.   
 
In light of the specific goal of Public Scoping Meeting #2, which is to get a broad spectrum of 
public input to the National Environmental Policy Act scoping process, the format of this meeting 
has proven to be effective, and produced a useful record for the project.   
 
After this meeting, there was a public meeting in April 2010 and there will be a Public Hearing 
as part of the US 281 EIS that will occur following the release of the Draft EIS.  After the public 
hearing, there will be a public meeting to identify the preferred alternative. 
 
General Comment 17: Will sound barriers be considered in the US 281 EIS?  If so, when? 
 
General Response 17: A traffic noise analysis following the TxDOT Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise (April 2011) will be completed along the US 281 corridor in 
association with the EIS.  This analysis will include the determination of the existing traffic noise 
levels, the prediction of future (in 2035) traffic noise levels and consideration of noise abatement 
measures (including noise barriers) for areas where a noise impact occurs.  This analysis will be 
conducted using FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model.   
 
The noise barriers proposed in the previous US 281 Environmental Assessment (2007) 
conducted by TxDOT were withdrawn when FHWA decided to withdraw the environmental 
clearance for that study.  Subsequently, FHWA called for the preparation of an EIS for US 281 
from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive.   
 
General Comment 18: Tolling public property, such as the US 281 ROW, is illegal. 
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General Response 18: Texas Transportation Code Section 228.201(a)(4) states that as long 
as a highway is reconstructed so that the number of non-tolled lanes is greater than or equal to 
the number of lanes that existed before the toll lanes were added, the project is not considered 
a conversion of an existing highway to a toll road.  Moreover, state law directly prohibits the 
conversion of an entire, existing road to a toll facility.  In other words, the public must have 
access to the equal number of non-tolled lanes as it had prior to the addition of the tolled 
capacity.  Depending on the location, the current tolled alternatives have 2 or 3 non-tolled lanes 
in each direction in the corridor.  If the US 281 EIS selects a tolled or managed improvement 
option, there would still need to be at least the same number of non-tolled lanes available to the 
public as exists today.  
 
While the interpretation and application of this law has been criticized and debated, the Alamo 
RMA is following the statute as it currently stands in Texas. 
 
General Comment 19: Why have there been so many environmental studies?  Why is an EIS 
necessary?  Why does it take so long?  When are we going to see some relief? 
 
General Response 19: In recent history, numerous transportation improvements have been 
completed and proposed along US 281 within the project corridor.  These projects have been 
evaluated under the NEPA through a series of Categorical Exclusions and Environmental 
Assessments.  The environmental documentation history related to these improvements is 
summarized in the table below.   
 

Table 8.  History of US 281 Environmental Documentation 

Highway Limits Document Type 
and Approval* 

Approving 
Authority 

Approval 
Date 

US 281 Bitters Road to 2.5 miles north 
of Loop 1604 (Evans Road) EA – FONSI FHWA August 8, 

1984 

US 281 
Sonterra Blvd.  (0.4 mile north 
of Loop 1604) to 2.5 miles 
north of Loop 1604 (Evans 
Road) 

EA Reevaluation 
– FONSI FHWA December 11, 

2000 

US 281 At Stone Oak Parkway CE FHWA June 2, 2002 

US 281 At Borgfeld Drive CE FHWA September 5, 
2002 

US 281 At Loop 1604 Interchange CE FHWA March 31, 
2005 

US 281 Loop 1604 to Marshall Road EA Reevaluation 
– FONSI FHWA 

May 24, 2005 
(Approval 
Withdrawn) 

US 281 Evans Road to Borgfeld Drive EA – FONSI FHWA 
November 8, 
2005 
(Approval 
Withdrawn) 

US 281 Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive EA – FONSI FHWA 

August 14, 
2007 
(Approval 
Withdrawn) 
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Highway Limits Document Type 
and Approval* 

Approving 
Authority 

Approval 
Date 

US 281 

At Encino Rio Road, Evans 
Road, Stone Oak Parkway and 
Marshall Road (“US 281 Super 
Street”) 

CE FHWA September 
29, 2009 

US 281 At Loop 1604 Interchange CE FHWA February 23, 
2010 

*EA – Environmental Assessment, FONSI – Finding of No Significant Impact, CE – Categorical Exclusion 
 
The US 281 (Loop 1604 to Marshall Road) project was let to construction in September 2005.  
However, a motion for preliminary injunction was filed by Aquifer Guardians in Urban Areas, and 
People for Efficient Transportation, Inc. (collectively “AGUA”) on December 21, 2005 seeking to 
bar further land clearing and construction on the expansion of US 281 north of Loop 1604 
because of inadequate consideration of environmental issues.  TxDOT prepared and submitted 
a letter to FHWA on January 10, 2006 requesting assistance in shaping an appropriate course 
of action in light of the review of the environmental studies on US 281 projects in northern Bexar 
County.  FHWA reviewed TxDOT’s request and concurred that, under 23 CFR § 771.115, 
TxDOT could proceed with the preparation of a new Environmental Assessment and further 
concurred with TxDOT’s recommendation that a single Environmental Assessment be 
completed to address the environmental elements and factors for the project in the US 281 
corridor from approximately Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive.  With FHWA’s concurrence in the 
initiation of a new environmental document and recognition of issues raised by the public, 
FHWA withdrew prior environmental clearances on both 2005 US 281 Environmental 
Assessments, identified in the table above, resulting in the cancellation of construction activities 
along US 281 from Loop 1604 to Marshall Road.  FHWA then directed TxDOT to prepare one 
comprehensive Environmental Assessment for the US 281 project area from Loop 1604 to 
Borgfeld Drive within Bexar County.   
 
The most recent Environmental Assessment project concluded with FHWA’s issuance of a 
Finding of No Significant Impact or environmental clearance to proceed in August, 2007.  A 
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief was filed in February 2008 by AGUA, and 
Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom (TURF) in US District Court for the Western District of 
Texas, San Antonio Division, against FHWA, TxDOT and the Alamo RMA.  In October 2008, 
FHWA decided to withdraw the environmental clearance following TxDOT’s announcement 
regarding irregularities in the procurement of a scientific services contract and calling into 
question components of the environmental document.  FHWA called for the preparation of an 
EIS for US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive.  The Alamo RMA assumed responsibility for 
preparing the EIS.  An EIS is required in order to maintain federal funding eligibility for US 281 
transportation improvements, including any transit improvements that would be federally funded.  
In a November 10, 2008 letter from the FHWA Division Administrator to the TxDOT Executive 
Director, FHWA wrote that “the Federal Highway Administration will require that an EIS is 
required for any future federal transportation project in the US 281 Corridor.”   
 
The EIS process will take approximately four to five years to complete.  This timeframe is 
required in order to give full consideration to the project alternatives, to give the joint lead, 
cooperating and participating agencies adequate time to review all project information, and to 
fully engage project stakeholders and the public.  
 
Here are some of the project milestones in the process with approximate dates: 
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Figure 5 - EIS Process Diagram 
 
If one of the build alternatives is the selected alternative and the record of decision has been 
issued, and assuming that the funding is available the design and construction along the 
corridor would take approximately three to four years with an estimated completion date of 
sometime in 2016-2017. 

 
General Comment 20: A toll road could significantly reduce my property values due to the 
change and/or reduction in access.  Will I have to pay to enter and exit my subdivision?  
 
General Response 20: All build alternatives are being evaluated for both toll and non-toll 
options and for their potential impact on economic conditions in the EIS.  Under the toll option, 
motorists would not be forced to pay.  There would always be a non-tolled alternative route 
available.  The designs are being created so that a set of highway lanes called frontage roads 
very similar to those on US 281 today, would provide access to and from residences, 
businesses, cross streets, without paying any tolls.  Motorists would have the opportunity to 
travel the entire length of the corridor via these frontage roads without having to pay.  Details 
regarding travel times on the frontage roads compared to the toll lanes will be provided in the 
EIS. 
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General Comment 21: Why do we need all the money up front, why can’t we build one 
overpass at a time as funding is acquired? 
 
General Response 21: Pursuing the US 281 Corridor Project as a purely tax-funded facility 
could require that improvements be constructed in phases based on the annual availability of 
tax dollars.  According to Mobility 2035, one of the possible ways to close the gap in 
transportation funding is to phase projects; that is, look for ways to construct only critical 
sections of roadway instead of the ultimate build-out in the near term.  However, this approach 
could delay completion of the eight-mile US 281 Corridor Project indefinitely because of funding 
limitations.   Traditional highway funding on a pay-as-you-go basis would also result in higher 
construction costs should future phases encounter increases in material and labor costs.  When 
phasing of improvements occurs, each construction phase needs to have operational 
independence in order to advance separately from the other phases, and project sponsors must 
demonstrate a reasonable expectation for funding for the whole project, as it appears in the EIS 
document, through consistency with the State Transportation Improvement Plan, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or the Unified Transportation Plan. 
 
General Comment 22: I have concerns about the pedestrian and bicycle facilities planned on 
US 281.  Are they safe on such a congested roadway? 
 
General Response 22:  Providing pedestrian and bicycle options is included in each build 
alternative.  Pedestrian access would be provided in accordance with the United States Access 
Board, Proposed Accessibility Guidelines for Pedestrian Facilities in the Public Right-of-Way.  
For bicyclists, a wide outside lane would be provided along the frontage roads to be used as a 
shared lane with motorists.  In a study conducted by FHWA in 1999, research findings were that 
a wide outside lane improved riding conditions for bicyclists (Publication No. FHWA-RD-99-
034).  In addition to the pedestrian sidewalks and the shared lanes for bicyclists, a multi-use 
path is part of each build alternative.  The exact location has not been established, but the multi-
use path would provide a pedestrian and bicycle option that would be separated a safe distance 
from the roadway such that they function as independent facilities.  In situations where they 
would not be able to be adequately separated, a physical barrier would be recommended. 
 
General Comment 23:  How is an alternative eliminated from further consideration?  
 
General Comment 23:  According to NEPA, the Alamo RMA must consider the full range of 
reasonable alternatives, defined as those that meet the need and purpose for the project.  All 
reasonable alternatives will remain under consideration until they can be eliminated through the 
alternatives evaluation and screening process.  More information on this process can be found 
in General Response 2. 
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5.2. Specific Comment Reponses 
If a comment was only brought up by one person or was particularly complex in nature it was 
given a specific response.  This is indicated by “Specific Response see Section 5.2” located in 
the Response # column of Table 6. 
 
Response to Comment 56: Federal law requires that federally funded highway construction 
projects be competitively bid.  The Code of Federal Regulations – Title 23:  Highways requires 
that federal-aid contracts be awarded only on the basis of the lowest responsive bid submitted 
by a bidder meeting the criteria of responsibility as established by the state transportation 
department.  These requirements apply to all highway construction projects funded under Title 
23. 
 
Response to Comment 57:  

Comment 1 (Commuter Rail)  
Commuter rail is a public transit system that generally shares railroad tracks with freight 
rail operations. In most instances, commuter rail is attractive if a freight line already 
exists with sufficient unused capacity to permit the cost-effective implementation of rail 
passenger service. In such a case, it is not necessary to construct whole new tracks. 
Another form of passenger rail service is defined as Light Rail Transit (LRT). LRT 
generally uses its own railroad tracks as it operates throughout the day, while as its 
name implies, commuter rail typically operates only during peak periods to carry people 
between where they live and where they work. Generally, commuter rail services are 
oriented towards longer distance travel than LRT, and as a result, commuter rail cars 
tend to have two levels to accommodate all passengers in seats. LRT vehicles have all 
passengers on a single level with wide aisles to accommodate standees and permit 
rapid entry and exit at stations. Here in Texas, LRT is successfully operated in 
Dallas/Fort Worth and Houston, while commuter rail service is provided in Dallas/Fort 
Worth and Austin. Nationally, there are many applications of both technologies. 

 
Commuter rail was eliminated during the first level screening of the alternatives analysis 
because there are no freight lines in the US 281 study area (Loop 1604 to Borgfeld 
Drive) that passenger trains could use. If passenger services become critical at some 
point in time, rail lines would have to be constructed. A rail system that would 
accommodate LRT would “fit” into the suburban setting of the corridor better because 1) 
it tends to pollute less because it generally is powered by electricity, 2) it provides more 
continuous service than diesel powered commuter rail, and 3) it would match the 
services currently proposed by San Antonio’s transit provider VIA in the Central 
Business District. 

 
Comment 2a, 2b and 2c (Commuter Rail)  
LRT, and its sibling technology called Streetcar, was further explored in the second level 
of alternatives analyses. A key consideration was how the eight-mile segment of an LRT 
serving the US 281 corridor north of Loop 1604 could tie into VIA’s plans for similar 
services in the downtown area in order to create a more attractive and efficient service.  
The most logical solution would be to tie the two segments together near the San 
Antonio airport.  Three separate routes were considered for this connection, including 
along the frontage road system of US 281 south of Loop 1604, along Blanco Road, and 
along the Union Pacific Railroad ROW.  The cost for these connections was estimated to 
vary between $400 million and $1.35 Billion. Coupled with the fact that population and 
employment markets further out from San Antonio’s core are much less conducive to 
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LRT/Streetcar services, the less cost effective such strategies appear within the current 
planning horizon (year 2035). It should be noted that the growth policies adopted by the 
MPO do not anticipate or desire high density land development patterns in the US 281 
project corridor that would support the need for such an investment during this period. 

 
These matters were discussed with VIA, the local transit provider. Not only was this 
necessary to ensure proper transportation planning in the EIS, but it is also necessary 
because one of the objectives of the US 281 EIS is to encourage the development of 
facilities for multi-modal transportation because as the comment rightly points out it is 
not possible or even desirable to continue to focus all solutions on the single occupant 
vehicle. However, at a coordination meeting with VIA a recommendation was made to 
provide the opportunity for future expansion of LRT/Streetcar within the US 281 project 
corridor by maintaining space for such construction in a future year while pursuing more 
near term transit solutions using express buses and a park-and-ride lot north of Loop 
1604. These near term solutions will be incorporated into all of the build alternatives 
analyzed in the EIS. 

 
Comment 3 (New Parallel Corridor) 
The expansion of both Blanco and Bulverde Roads was considered in Level 2 and Level 
3 of the alternatives evaluation and screening process. Since the long range plan 
already includes the widening of each of these facilities to at least a four lane cross-
section (and is therefore included in the “No-Build” condition), a scenario was created 
whereby Blanco and Bulverde Roads would both be expanded to six-lanes throughout 
the EIS study area. It was “bundled” together with the strategy of creating overpasses for 
major intersections along US 281 as well as the widening of portions of the highway to 
provide a continuous six-lane facility. 

 
At the end of the Level 3 alternatives evaluation and screening process, 
recommendations were made to eliminate this alternative from further study. These 
recommendations were based on the following facts: 

 
• Adverse impact to Camp Bullis operations (light intrusion and land development) 
• Additional 70 acres of ROW required 
• Potential for more than 30 residential displacements 
• High potential for adverse environmental impacts (Edwards Aquifer, wildlife 

habitat, etc) 
 

After a preliminary review, the New Parallel Corridor was eliminated in Level 1. If we built 
a simple arterial over the eight-mile study area, that would require about 150 acres of 
land, and assuming an average density of two dwelling units per acre out there now, that 
would suggest a need to displace as much as 300 residences, not to mention the 
adverse impact on the aquifer and natural habitat. If a new freeway were to be 
considered, the impact would be approximately three times as high. Given that there are 
no “open” corridors in the study area, this alternative was previously recommended for 
elimination, and there has been substantial public support for that conclusion. 

 
Additional Comments 
All of the ideas mentioned in the comment have been included in the build alternatives 
being analyzed in the EIS, including adding a park-n-ride site and facilitating fast and 
efficient movements of carpools, vanpools and buses.  A multi-use path for bicycles and 
pedestrians has also been incorporated into the build alternatives being considered in 
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the Draft EIS.  Other Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand 
Management strategies would be incorporated in concert with Mobility 2035. Several of 
the alternatives being evaluated specifically address the point that US 281 has both 
regional and community functions by including main lanes for longer distance traffic as 
well as frontage roads to serve access to adjacent land developments. 

 
The following strategies are part of all alternatives being considered in the EIS: 

 
Growth Management 
Growth management refers to local and/or regional policy initiatives that are intended to 
manage growth in the metropolitan area.  Mobility 2035 has adopted a land use scenario 
that promotes Transit Oriented Development and Infill Development in the San Antonio 
area as a growth management strategy.  As part of the infill strategy, this scenario limits 
growth outside of Loop 1604 in Bexar County and aims at more efficient land uses that 
reduce trip lengths.  This strategy seeks better control over land use to discourage urban 
sprawl and promote higher density levels and mixed use development to encourage 
travel by walking, bicycling and transit. 

 
Transportation System Management (TSM) 
TSM refers to easily implementable, low capital cost transportation improvements that 
increase the efficiency of transportation facilities and services. The US 281 Super Street 
is an example of TSM.  Other examples include improved signal management, access 
management, ridesharing, and incident management programs.  TSM includes 
techniques to optimize capacity and improve safety and reliability of the roadway 
system.  For example, Incident Management focuses on clearing incidents, crashes and 
major events to allow traffic flow to resume.   

 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
TDM typically refers to policies and programs that are directed towards reducing single 
occupant vehicle travel. TDM can be an effective alternative to increasing capacity of a 
transportation system. Some examples of TDM include area pricing, alternative work 
schedules, and parking management.  The Alamo Area Council of Governments’ 
“Commute Solutions Program” and “River Cities Rideshare” Program, and the SA-BC 
MPO’s Walkable Community Program lead these efforts. 

 
In addition to the strategies highlighted above, the EIS is considering bus, park-n-ride 
facilities, and bike and pedestrian facilities in combination with each build alternative.   

 
1.  Comment noted. 

 
2.  Comment noted and considered.  Ride sharing is one of the Congestion 
Management Process (CMP) projects included in the SA-BC MPO’s long range 
planning initiatives to manage congestion in the US 281 project corridor.  These 
CMP projects are included in all alternatives being considered in the EIS. 

 
3.  Comment noted. 

 
4.  Comment noted. 

 
5.  Comment noted. 
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6.  Comment noted.  The expansion of both Blanco and Bulverde Roads was 
considered in Level 2 and Level 3 of the alternatives evaluation and screening 
process. 

 
7.  Comment noted.  The Build Alternatives being considered in the EIS 
incorporate access roads into the design. 

 
8.  Comment noted.  The options for access control are either to purchase the 
access rights along US 281, construct a frontage road system along the length of 
the facility to control where traffic enters and exits US 281, or some combination 
of the two.  Each parcel of land has value related to many factors – one of which 
is access.  In 2010 there were 115 driveways along US 281 between Sonterra 
Boulevard and Borgfeld Drive as well as 11 at-grade intersections with cross 
streets. Strict access control would require negotiations with each property owner 
to compensate for the value of that access.  Some cost may be minimized by 
providing frontage or backage roads, but additional costs would be associated 
with the construction of such facilities. Access management is one of the CMP 
projects included in the SA-BC MPO’s long range planning initiatives to manage 
congestion in the US 281 project corridor.  These CMP projects are included in 
all alternatives being considered in the EIS. 

 
9.  Comment noted.  Improvements for US 281 from Loop 1604 north to Borgfeld 
Drive are included in the San Antonio-Bexar County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s (SA-BC MPO) Mobility 2035, which is the region’s long-range, 
multi-modal, metropolitan transportation plan (MTP).  The MTP also provides for 
the improvement of other roadways – such as Loop 1604, Blanco Road, and 
Bulverde Road – that are in the vicinity of the planned US 281 improvements.  
Expansion of US 281 north of Borgfeld Drive is included in the Comal County 
Major Thoroughfare Plan, which calls for US 281 to be upgraded to a controlled 
access freeway to the Guadalupe River.   
 
The proposed action has the logical termini of Loop 1604 on the south and 
Borgfeld Drive on the north, which provide rational end points for transportation 
improvements and review of environmental impacts.  North of Borgfeld Drive, the 
next two major intersections with US 281 – FM 1863 and SH 46, respectively – 
are each already grade-separated interchanges.  South of Borgfeld Drive, grade-
separated interchanges occur at Sonterra Boulevard and Loop 1604 and 
continue south as part of the existing US 281 freeway.  From Borgfeld Drive 
south to Redland Road, intersections are currently controlled by traffic signals 
and signs, a condition that for many years has given rise to calls to be improved 
with overpasses or grade-separated interchanges, along with direct ramp 
connections between US 281 and Loop 1604. 
 
The proposed action has independent utility without the benefits of the 
implementation of other transportation improvements.  The project improvements 
would function as a usable roadway, would not require implementation of any 
other projects to operate, and would not restrict consideration of alternatives for 
other foreseeable transportation improvements. 

 
10.  Comment noted. 
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11.  Comment noted.  One of the alternatives considered involves construction of 
grade separations at each major cross street and the creation of a continuous 
six-lane highway throughout the length of the study area.  It might be cheaper 
than full expressway options (which might or might not be tolled).  The 
uncertainty of cost for this alternative is related to how access control would be 
achieved between the overpasses. If access is not controlled, driveways would 
likely multiply along US 281 as additional growth occurs, and some of these 
driveways may become signalized.  Such actions would reduce or eliminate the 
effectiveness of the overpasses at existing cross-streets. 

 
12.  Roundabouts have many advantages that are just starting to gain attention 
here in the United States. Besides providing opportunities to create a more 
aesthetically pleasing environment, roundabouts can make travel through at-
grade intersections more efficient by minimizing delay.  Roundabouts can also 
reduce vehicle speeds through neighborhoods. Typically, such a solution is 
useful when volumes are roughly equal on crossing streets/highways, and traffic 
speeds are not as high as those intended on US 281. However, concerning this 
portion of US 281, roundabouts would not provide an acceptable solution 
because the volumes on the cross streets are not nearly equivalent to the high 
speed movements on US 281. As a result, vehicles waiting on the side street to 
enter the traffic circle would be unable to do so safely because of the high and 
continuous volumes on the main street. In fact, the current peak hour volumes on 
US 281 exceed the possible capacity of large, multi-lane roundabouts (see 
Exhibit 4-6 on page 89 of Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, published by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation).  With US 281 traffic volumes likely to 
increase substantially in the future, roundabouts would be even less desirable. 

 
In a much broader point, whether roundabouts or traffic signals are used to 
control traffic movements at critical intersections of US 281, there are too many 
conflicts between through and turning traffic. This creates congestion and safety 
problems. These problems can best be addressed by separating/minimizing as 
many of the conflicts as possible. The US 281 Super Street approach attempts to 
do this in the most cost-effective manner, but its proponents acknowledge that 
the growth in traffic would eventually overwhelm its capacities. Ultimately, using 
grade separated interchanges will be necessary to address traffic concerns.  

 
13.  Comment noted.  People making longer distance trips are generally more 
likely to use high occupancy vehicle (HOV) or high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes.  
However, removing HOV/HOT vehicles from the lanes used by others does 
provide for a reduction in congestion within the non-HOV/HOT lanes.  HOV/HOT 
lanes would be designed to accommodate as many movements as possible. 

 
Response to Comment 64: As you noted, the US 281 Super Street is a separate project from 
the US 281 EIS; please direct questions and comments regarding the US 281 Super Street 
website located at www.AlamoRMA.com.   
 
The number of cars driving on US 281 during rush hour or peak traffic times overwhelms the 
function of the traffic signals and repeated efforts to re-time or re-synchronize the signals have 
not been able to appreciably improve travel speeds or reduce delays.  However, one of the 
benefits of the Alamo RMA’s US 281 Super Street is that it has improved traffic flow by reducing 
travel times during peak periods between Loop 1604 and Marshall Road.  Instead of waiting 

http://www.alamorma.com/
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through multiple traffic signals to turn left, drivers are able to turn right, enter a protected U-turn 
lane, and when the main lane traffic is stopped, they can make a left hand turn to get moving.  
This interim solution will help provide relief from traffic congestion today, and give the Alamo 
RMA time to complete the EIS to identify and provide long-term solutions to the congestion 
within this US 281 corridor.   
 
The implementation of the US 281 Super Street configuration does not allow for the lengthening 
of the left turn bays.  It does however have dual left turn lanes for both northbound and 
southbound traffic, allowing for more vehicle storage capacity.  Furthermore, the alternatives 
being considered in the Draft EIS propose separating the through traffic from local traffic thereby 
resolving this issue. 
 
A left turn into HEB/Jack in the Box near Evans Road is no longer feasible with the US 281 
Super Street in place; however the dual left turn bays at the intersection of Evans Road and US 
281 do provide improved traffic flow onto Evans Road and into the HEB center. 
 
Response to Comment 66: Each build alternative being considered in the Draft EIS provides 
an increase to the level of service (LOS) for the segment of US 281 near Encino Road.  LOS 
measures the quality of travel experienced by users and is categorized based on the amount 
and length of congested conditions.  An increase to the LOS is going to reduce delays for traffic 
exiting and entering the Encino Park Subdivision.  While the US 281 EIS does not propose any 
direct improvements to Encino Road itself, with the improvements made to the intersection of 
Encino Road and US 281, access would be improved. 
 
In response to public comments, all build alternatives are being considered for both non-toll and 
toll lane options. 
 
Response to Comment 78: Consideration for congestion relief and potential functional 
requirements for upgrading US 281 to a controlled access roadway are reflected in the need 
and purpose for the US 281.  As was presented at Public Scoping Meeting #2, all improvements 
for US 281 will:
 
Address Growth 
 Satisfy travel demand 
 Be consistent with local and regional 

plans and policies 
 Develop facilities for multi-modal 

transportation 
 Allow for future high capacity transit 

 
Improve Functionality 
 Reduce travel time and increase travel 

speeds 
 Reduce conflicts between local and 

through traffic 
 Improve access to adjacent property 

 

 
Improve Safety 
 Reduce accident rates 

 
Improve Quality of Life 
 Avoid/minimize adverse social & 

economic impacts 
 Avoid/minimize water quality impacts 
 Avoid/minimize impacts to wildlife 

habitat 
 Enhance air quality  
 Minimize noise impacts 
 Maximize use of non-toll funds 
 Provide for aesthetics and landscaping 
 Provide facilities for walking & biking

While the original plan to expand US 281 north of Loop 1604 relied upon traditional gas tax 
revenue, the amount of money to adequately fund the project was never dedicated to the project 
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due to competing highway funding priorities.  This was due in large part to decreasing revenues, 
federal funding rescissions, and growing maintenance costs for existing highways.  Under the 
current US 281 EIS any alternative can be studied. The selected alternative in the EIS Record 
of Decision must be consistent with the Transportation Improvement Program and Mobility 
2035.  The MPO’s recently adopted Mobility 2035 outlines the following key funding 
considerations: 
 

 Highway funding from traditional sources over the next 25 years will decrease from $4.1 
billion under the old Mobility 2030 to $1.8 billion in the new Mobility 2035. 

 
 Federal and state roadway funding will only account for 15 percent of total funding. In 

Mobility 2030, these sources represented 39 percent of total transportation funding 
required for projects in the plan.  

 
The Mobility 2035 places even greater reliance on private funds, which are estimated to account 
for nearly $4.0 billion of program costs in the current plan, up from the $1.5 billion of program 
costs in the 2030 Mobility Plan. 
 
Annual financial statements for the Alamo RMA are available on its website at 
http://www.alamorma.org.  The mission of the Alamo RMA is also identified on its website and is 
as follows: “To provide our customers with a rapid and reliable alternative for the safe and 
efficient movement of people, goods and services.” 
 
The US 281 EIS will assess the consistency of the build alternatives with how the project is 
identified in Mobility 2035 including funding consistency.  Mobility 2035 identified $112.2 million 
from the Texas Mobility Fund (TMF) and $30 million from the City of San Antonio for the US 281 
project (October 2011 update of Mobility 2035).  Based on the build alternatives under 
consideration, the cost for the US 281 Corridor Project would exceed the funds contributed from 
TMF and the City of San Antonio.  Based on SA-BC MPO policies and anticipated transportation 
funding shortfalls, the US 281 project corridor improvements are programmed to be funded and 
built primarily as a toll facility. The US 281 Corridor Project is included in Mobility 2035 as a 
tollway to be constructed primarily with funding leveraged by toll revenue; the four direct 
connectors that comprise the northern half of the US 281 interchange with Loop 1604 are non-
toll.  Pursuing the US 281 Corridor Project as a purely tax-funded facility could require that 
improvements be constructed in phases based on the annual availability of tax dollars.  
According to Mobility 2035, one of the possible ways to close the gap in transportation funding 
is to phase projects; that is, look for ways to construct only critical sections of roadway instead 
of the ultimate build-out in the near term.  However, this approach could delay completion of the 
eight-mile US 281 Corridor Project indefinitely because of funding limitations.  Traditional 
highway funding on a pay-as-you-go basis would also result in higher construction costs should 
future phases encounter increases in material and labor costs.  Future updates of Mobility 2035, 
or future MTPs, may result in a change in project funding for the US 281 Corridor Project.  
Project alternatives in this Draft EIS are therefore analyzed under both toll and non-toll 
scenarios.   
 
Upgrades to US 281 would have to conform with Texas Transportation Code Section 
228.201(a)(4). This section requires that any highway that includes new toll lanes be 
reconstructed so that the number of non-tolled lanes is greater than or equal to the number that 
existed before the toll lanes were added. The US 281 Corridor Project would not be considered 
a conversion of a highway.  Additionally, the Resolution by Bexar County Commissioners Court 

http://www.alamorma.org/
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creating the Alamo RMA on August 12, 2003 expressly states that the Alamo RMA cannot 
convert existing highway lanes in Bexar County to toll facilities. 
 
As part of a bond document, the Alamo RMA may enter into a non-compete agreement but it 
would only be binding on the Alamo RMA, as the issuer of debt.  Any such agreement would not 
limit the ability of any other governmental entity from developing, building, maintaining or 
expanding roadways near and adjacent to an Alamo RMA facility.  The non-compete agreement 
reference in question has been applied to private concession projects and there are no potential 
toll projects for private concessions authorized within Bexar County at this time.  
 
On October 15, 2009 the MPO’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) responded to specific 
questions from the MPO’s Transportation Policy Board on the issue of earlier possible cost 
estimates for US 281.  In its response the TAC noted that there are no engineering reports that 
support a cost for improvements to US 281 of $200 million or less.  Additionally, the TAC noted 
that the Alamo RMA provided engineering estimates for the toll projects on US 281 and Loop 
1604 and that those estimates are based on 2009 construction costs as developed by the 
Alamo RMA’s Engineer. Additionally, the Alamo RMA costs represent total project costs that 
include construction, environmental, preliminary engineering, contingencies, construction 
management, and ROW acquisition.  Information related to the TAC meeting may be found at 
http://www.sametroplan.org/Committees/TPB/Archives/FY2010/Oct26_2009/TPB_Package.pdf 
 
As was previously noted, current funding planned for improvement to US 281 between Loop 
1604 and Borgfield Drive are identified in Mobility 2035 adopted on January 21, 2010.  The plan 
identifies $112.2 million in Texas Mobility Funds and $30 million from the City of San Antonio for 
US 281 (October 2011 update of Mobility 2035).  As previously noted, this funding alone is 
anticipated to be well below the total costs required for the long-term improvements to US 281 
necessary to address the need and purpose identified for the project.  The Alamo RMA must 
work with the MPO, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway 
Administration and other entities to establish the opportunities for funding the preferred 
alternative (once it has been identified). 
 
The most recent EA project concluded with FHWA’s issuance of a FONSI in August, 2007.  A 
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief was filed in February 2008 by Aquifer Guardians 
in Urban Areas (AGUA) and Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom (TURF) in the US District 
Court for the Western District of Texas, San Antonio Division, against FHWA, TxDOT and the 
Alamo RMA.  In October 2008, FHWA decided to withdraw the finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI) following TxDOT’s announcement regarding irregularities in the procurement of a 
scientific services contract, which called into question components of the environmental 
document.  FHWA called for the preparation of an EIS for US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld 
Drive, and assigned the responsibility of preparing the EIS to the Alamo RMA.  The 2008 lawsuit 
was administratively closed by the Court on February 5, 2009. 
 
H.R. 3074, the FY 2008 Transportation, Housing and Urban Development Appropriations Bill 
was effective through September 30, 2008 and later extended to September 30, 2009.  
Additionally, the amendment was not applicable to new lanes or capacity as was explained in a 
press release issued on September 12, 2007:  
 
“Efforts to toll newly constructed lanes or new highways would not be prohibited in H.R. 3074 
that passed the Senate, or in S. 2019 or H.R. 3510. 
 

http://www.sametroplan.org/Committees/TPB/Archives/FY2010/Oct26_2009/TPB_Package.pdf
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‘I’ve long believed that if local communities and the state want to come together and build a toll 
road, they should be able to do it,’ Sen. Hutchison said.” http://www.kten.com/story/7064841/us-
senate-passes-hutchison-amendment-to-ban-tolling-existing-tx-highways?clienttype=printable 
 
While H.R. 3074 has expired, the basic condition of this amendment remains the policy of the 
Alamo RMA and the TxDOT and are contained in state statute. 
 
Current traffic projections for the US 281 corridor are consistent with the land use plans and 
regional travel demand model prepared by the MPO and used in the Mobility 2035.  Under a 
No-Build scenario, US 281 would accommodate between 80,000 vehicles per day (vpd) in the 
northern section (near Bulverde Road) and 125,000 vpd in the southern section (near Sonterra 
Blvd.) in 2035.  If US 281 was improved with non-tolled, tolled or managed lanes it would 
accommodate between 130,000 and 205,000 vpd in 2035.  Additional traffic being served by US 
281 under the alternative scenarios is not attributable to new growth generated by the 
alternatives themselves, but represents traffic being carried on US 281 that would otherwise 
have to divert to alternative roadways due to higher congestion levels and delay on US 281. 
 
FHWA requires the EIS for US 281 to be completed in a manner to address concerns related to 
the complex natural and human environment that co-exists in this area before an alternative can 
be selected. The EIS process requires the Alamo RMA to consider all reasonable alternatives 
that meet need and purpose along US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Drive.  Traffic impacts 
(both operational and safety-related) for any recommended alternative will be addressed 
through the EIS process.  Additionally, to the extent that tolling or other user fees must be 
evaluated as a funding option for a recommended alternative, the related social and 
environmental factors must be addressed as part of the EIS process.  Similarly, operational 
factors as they relate to commercial trucks and emergency vehicles will be addressed for a 
recommended alternative through the EIS. 
 
For the US 281 EIS, the Alamo RMA has prepared a Draft Coordination Plan in accordance with 
Public Law 109-59, SAFETEA-LU, Section 6002.  It is available on the RMA’s US 281 project 
website at: www.411on281.com/us281EIS/.  The plan provides a list of lead, joint-lead, 
cooperating and participating agencies and summarizes the activities and anticipated schedule 
for key coordination points.  As was previously noted, the EIS process requires the Alamo RMA 
to consider all reasonable alternatives along US 281.  The EIS being undertaken by the Alamo 
RMA must comply with all provisions of NEPA as well all other applicable federal and state legal 
requirements.  NEPA requires that all components of the decision-making process be 
documented and maintained for public review as appropriate under the Freedom of Information 
Act.  Furthermore, the Alamo RMA and the Texas Department of Transportation comply with the 
statutory requirements of the Open Records Law of the State of Texas as codified in Section 
552 of the Government Code.  
 
Response to Comment 80:  The US 281 and Loop 1604 projects are separate projects, each 
having independent utility and a unique purpose.   
 
Single EIS for US 281 and Loop 1604.  The US 281 EIS has the logical termini of Loop 1604 on 
the south and Borgfeld Drive on the north, which provide rational end points for transportation 
improvements and review of environmental impacts.  (Construction of the proposed 
improvements would extend north of Borgfeld Drive to approximately to tie the improvements 
back to the existing US 281 lanes.)  The proposed action has independent utility without the 
benefits of the implementation of other programmed transportation improvements like Loop 
1604.  The project improvements would function as a usable roadway, would not require 

http://www.kten.com/story/7064841/us-senate-passes-hutchison-amendment-to-ban-tolling-existing-tx-highways?clienttype=printable
http://www.kten.com/story/7064841/us-senate-passes-hutchison-amendment-to-ban-tolling-existing-tx-highways?clienttype=printable
http://411on281.com/
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implementation of other projects to operate, and would not restrict consideration of alternatives 
for other foreseeable transportation improvements.  The US 281 project is approximately eight 
miles in length and provides radial mobility in North Bexar County.  By contrast, the Loop 1604 
project is approximately 35.5 miles in length and provides circumferential mobility in 
Central/Northwest Bexar County.   
 
Purpose and Need.  The need for improvements to the US 281project corridor arises from 
historic and continuing trends in population and employment growth along the corridor and 
within the surrounding areas.  This growth generates increasing amounts of vehicle travel, 
which in turn impedes the function of US 281 to provide regional mobility and local access, 
leading to lengthy travel delays and a high rate of vehicle crashes.  These transportation issues 
negatively affect the quality of life for communities surrounding the US 281 project corridor.  The 
purpose of the US 281 Corridor Project is to improve mobility and accessibility, improve safety, 
and enhance community quality of life.  The EIS considers a wide range of alternatives for 
addressing the need for and purpose of the project.  By contrast, the purpose for Loop 1604 is 
to improve safety and to enhance mobility and operational efficiency.   
 
Travel Demand Strategies.  A range of Congestion Management Process (CMP) projects aimed 
at improving air quality is included in the Build Alternatives.  These CMP projects (already 
adopted in Mobility 2035) include TDM, TSM, Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(ITS)/Advanced Transportation Management (ATM), transit, and bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements.  Examples of the SA-BC MPO’s long range planning initiatives to manage 
congestion in CMP corridors such as the US 281 project corridor include:  1) Operational 
Management (i.e., TSM) – techniques to optimize capacity and improve safety and reliability of 
the roadway system.  For example, Incident Management focuses on clearing incidents, 
crashes and major events to allow traffic flow to resume.  2) Community Campaigns (i.e., TDM) 
– strategies to reduce automobile use and congestion.  The Alamo Area Council of 
Governments’ “Commute Solutions Program” and “River Cities Rideshare” Program, and the 
SA-BC MPO’s Walkable Community Program lead these efforts.  3) Growth Management/Land 
Use – better control over land use to discourage urban sprawl and promote higher density levels 
and mixed use development to encourage travel by walking, bicycling and transit.  4) Access 
Management – controlling the number and placement of access points such as driveways.  In 
addition, the Build Alternatives include an envelope within the right-of-way for future 
transportation improvements such as high capacity transit.   
 
Cooperating Agencies.  The list of lead, joint-lead, cooperating and participating agencies is 
provided in the table below. 
 

Table 9.  US 281 EIS Cooperating and Participating Agencies 
Agency Name Role 

Federal Highway Administration Lead Agency 

Texas Department of Transportation  Joint Lead Agency 

Alamo Regional Mobility Authority  Joint Lead Agency 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Cooperating Agency; Participating Agency 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Cooperating Agency; Participating Agency 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  Cooperating Agency; Participating Agency 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Cooperating Agency; Participating Agency 

Various Tribal Governments  Participating Agency 

Camp Bullis Participating Agency 
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Agency Name Role 

Texas Historical Commission  Cooperating Agency; Participating Agency 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department  Participating Agency 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality  Participating Agency 

Town of Hollywood Park Participating Agency 

Bexar County Participating Agency 

City of San Antonio Participating Agency 

Comal County Participating Agency 

City of Bulverde Participating Agency 

Edwards Aquifer Authority Participating Agency 

San Antonio Water System Participating Agency 

San Antonio River Authority Participating Agency 

San Antonio – Bexar County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 

Participating Agency 

VIA Metropolitan Transit Participating Agency 

Alamo Area Council of Governments Participating Agency 

Alamo Area Rural Planning Organization Participating Agency 

Bexar Metropolitan Water District Participating Agency 
 
Response to Comment 126: The meeting format was an open house, followed by a 
presentation and a small group work session.  The format for the small group work session was 
a structured approach intended to explore a difficult and complex issue by using a series of 
focused questions.  The small group work sessions were broken into two exercises: the first 
exercise focused on the recommended objectives for improvements to US 281, and the second 
exercise focused on preliminary alternatives being considered for the US 281.  This exercise 
began by asking the participants individually to relate the recommended objective to the 
proposed purpose for improvements to US 281. The group discussed their different 
perspectives on the need and purpose for improvements, the recommended objectives and the 
preliminary alternatives. After each small group had completed Part 1 and Part 2 of the work 
session, a volunteer shared the highlights of their small group’s discussion with all meeting 
participants. So participants of this exercise were not only able to hear the different perspectives 
of their small group, but also the perspectives of the other small groups.   
 
In 2008, the vehicles per day (vpd) on US 281 ranged from 40,000 in the northern section to 
80,000 in the southern section.  If US 281 was improved with non-tolled, tolled or managed 
lanes, it would accommodate between 130,000 and 205,000 vpd in 2035.  If no improvements 
were made to US 281, 80,000 vpd would travel in the northern section to 125,000 vpd would 
travel in the southern section in 2035.  The decision on how to finance, build and operate an 
improvement of US 281 as either a non-toll, toll or managed facility will be a locally driven 
decision that will be a function of the available funding and if additional toll revenue is required 
to successfully fund the project. 
 
Public private partnerships (PPP’s) are not illegal in the State of Texas.  The State of Texas has 
limited some forms of PPP’s, such as Comprehensive Development Agreement (CDA’s) where 
TxDOT and RMA’s cannot implement CDA’s without enabling legislation.  Nevertheless, 
legislation has been passed in Texas that enables a number of CDA’s that are currently 
underway throughout the state.  In 2011, the state legislature passed additional legislation that 
was signed into law that enables ten additional CDA’s in Texas. Additionally, other forms of 
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PPP’s and even CDA’s are legal in Texas and can be implemented by other government entities 
(such as tolling authorities and RMA’s). 
 
The Texas State Data Center and Office of the State Demographer, in corporation with others, 
function as a focal point for the distribution of Census information for Texas.  The Center also 
disseminates population estimates and projections for Texas, as well as other information from 
the federal government, state government and other sources.  For more information, please visit 
http://txsdc.utsa.edu/.   
 
Alamo Area Council of Governments (AACOG) provides general technical assistance to 
member governments in their planning functions, preparation of applications, and the 
administration of area-wide programs.  In addition, program specific technical assistance for 
regional planning in the areas of aging services, economic development, 9-1-1 systems, 
homeland security, criminal justice, resource recovery, air quality, transportation, 
weatherization, and workforce development is also offered. They also administer the Alamo 
Local Authority for Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities. In addition, AACOG sponsors 
special projects in response to local government needs or requests. Support for these activities 
is provided through local dues, state appropriations, state and federal grants that are matched 
by local monies, and other public and private funds.  For more information please visit 
www.aacog.com. 
 
An Early Action Compact requires communities to develop and implement air pollution control 
strategies; account for emissions growth, and; achieve and maintain the 1997 national 8-hour 
ozone standard.  As of December 2010, San Antonio – Bexar County is in attainment for all of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. However, in 2008, the EPA lowered the eight-hour 
ozone standard to 0.075 parts per million. The following year, the EPA, announced it was 
reconsidering the 2008 Ozone standard and, in January 2010, proposed to lower the primary 
ozone standard to a range of 0.060–0.070 ppm. In evaluating the proposed new standard, the 
EPA extended the implementation of the 2008 eight-hour ozone standard. On December 8, 
2010, EPA requested more input from the Agency's science advisors before selecting final 
ozone standards and would issue a decision by July 29, 2011. Upon enactment of the new 
standard, Bexar County could be designated nonattainment for the eight-hour ozone standard.  
For more information, please visit www.epa.gov/air/eac/index.html.   
 
Response to Comment 127: Yes, any drainage that enters the US 281 corridor from off-site 
locations would be treated in accordance with the City of San Antonio requirements.  In addition, 
the project is located in the Edwards Aquifer Recharge zone, thus the Texas Commission of 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) requirements would be followed. 
 
Individual private property sewage and storm water management not associated with the 
proposed action or a transportation facility is not the responsibility of the transportation 
agencies.  For more information on the TCEQ On-site Sewage Facility Program call 512-239-
3799 or visit www.tceq.gov. 
  

http://txsdc.utsa.edu/
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=107
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?NID=213
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=149
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=143
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=140
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=122
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=97
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=67
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=120
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=156
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=66
http://www.aacog.com/index.aspx?nid=66
http://www.aacog.com/
http://www.epa.gov/air/eac/index.html


Meeting Report on the US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 on November 17, 2009 

Page 84 of 84 

6.0 NEXT STEPS 

6.1. Meeting Report Posting and Notification of Comments Receiving a Response 
The Alamo RMA will, once the meeting report is approved, post the meeting report on the 
website developed for the exchange of information with the community on US 281 
improvements, specifically, www.411on281.com. 
 
The Alamo RMA will, once the meeting report is approved, provide notice to all individuals who 
submitted a comment and supplied contact information.  A notice will be sent in the similar 
medium as the comment was received describing that their comment has been addressed 
within the meeting report.  At this time, the Meeting Report will be available on the project 
website at www.411on281.com, available for public review in hard copy form at the Alamo RMA 
offices and at public library locations along the US 281 corridor. 

http://www.411on281.com/
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CURRENT | UPFRONT | news & politics

arlier this year, the Pentagon commit-
ted $50 million to a study investigating 
why the suicide rate in the military is 
rising: It used to be below the suicide 
rate in comparable civilian groups, but 
now it’s four times higher. Thirteen 

American soldiers were killed by a gunman at 
Fort Hood in Texas last Thursday, but 75 others 
have died by their own hand at the same army 
base since the invasion of Iraq in 2003. Why?

To most people, the answer is obvious. The 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have been frus-
trating, exhausting, and seemingly endless, and 
some people just can’t take it any more. But the 
Pentagon is spending $50 million to search for 
other possible causes, because it doesn’t like that 
answer.

The U.S. military budget tops half a trillion 
dollars, so the military can splash out on di-
versionary studies that draw attention away 
from the main problems, which are combat 
fatigue and loss of faith in the mission. And 
we are seeing exactly the same pattern in 
the response to the killings in Fort Hood, al-
though in this case the military is also getting 
the services of the U.S. media for free.

Let’s see, now. A devout Muslim offi cer 
serving in the U.S. Army, born in the United 
States but of Palestinian ancestry, is sched-
uled to deploy to Afghanistan in the near fu-
ture. He opens fi re on his fellow soldiers, shout-
ing “Allahu akbar.” (“God is great” in Arabic.) 
What can his motive have been? Hard to guess, 
isn’t it? Was he unhappy about his promotion 
prospects? Hmm.

There is something comic in the contortions 
that the U.S. media engage in to avoid the obvi-
ous fact that if the United States invades Muslim 
countries, some Muslim-Americans are bound to 
think that America has declared war on Islam. It 
has not, but from Pakistan to Somalia the U.S. is 
killing Muslims in the name of a “war on terror.”

Some of them are enemies of the U.S. govern-
ment, and some of them are innocent civilians. 
Some of them are even “friendly fi re casualties” 
among soldiers collaborating with the United 
States, like the Afghan soldiers killed recently in 
a U.S. airstrike. But every single day since 2003 
U.S. soldiers have killed Muslims, and every day 
those deaths have been reported in the media.

So is it possible that the shooter in Fort Hood, 
Major Nidal Malik Hasan, who was waiting to 
ship out to Afghanistan, did not want to take a 
personal part in that enterprise? Might he belong 
to that large majority of Muslims (though prob-
ably a minority among American Muslims) who, 
unable to discover any rational basis for U.S. 
strategy since 9/11, have drifted toward the con-
clusion that the United States is indeed waging a 
war on Islam?

Perish the thought! Rather than entertain 
such a subversive idea, offi cial spokespersons 
and media pundits in the United States have 
been trying to come up with some other motive 
for Major Hasan’s actions. Maybe he was a cow-
ard who couldn’t face the prospect of deployment 
in Afghanistan. Maybe he was a nut-case whose 

actions had no meaning at all. Or maybe he was 
unhappy at the alleged abuse he had suffered be-
cause he was Muslim/Arab/Palestinian.

After a few days during which the commen-
tariat hesitated before competing narratives, 
the media are settling on the explanation that it 
was ethnic/racial/religious abuse that drove Ni-
dal crazy. Bad people doing un-American things 
were ultimately responsible for the tragedy, and 
there’s an end to it.

The one explanation that is excluded is that 
America’s wars in Muslim lands overseas are 
radicalizing Muslims at home. Never mind that 
the home-grown Muslim terrorists who attacked 
the London transport system in 2005, and the 
various Muslim plotters who have been caught in 
other Western countries before their plans came 
to fruition, have almost all blamed the Western 

invasions of Muslim countries for radicalizing 
them.

Never mind, above all, that what really radi-
calized them was the fact that those invasions 
made no sense in terms of Western security. No 
Afghan has ever attacked the United States, al-
though Arabs living in Afghanistan were involved 
in the planning of 9/11. There were no terrorists 
in Iraq, no weapons of mass destruction, and no 
contacts between Saddam Hussein and al-Qaeda. 
So why did the U.S. invade those countries?

The real reasons are panic and ignorance, 
reinforced by militaristic refl exes and laced with 
liberal amounts of racism. But people fi nd it hard 
to believe that big, powerful governments like 
those of the United States, Britain, and the other 
Western powers involved in these foolish adven-
tures could really be so stupid, so the conspiracy 
theories proliferate.

It is a testimony to the moderation and loyalty 
of Muslim communities in the West that so few of 
their members have succumbed to these conspir-
acy theories. It is evidence of the profound denial 
that still reigns in the majority community in the 
United States that the most obvious explanation 
for Major Nidal’s actions didn’t even make the 
media’s short list.

I cannot know for sure what moved Major Ni-
dal to do the terrible things he did: each individ-
ual is a mystery even to himself. But I do see the 
U.S. media careening all over the road to avoid 
the huge and obvious fact that obscures half the 
horizon. Time to grow up. •

Gwynne Dyer is a London-based indepen-
dent journalist whose articles are published in 
45 countries.

Mysterious motives
What if America’s wars are radicalizing Americans? 
by Gwynne Dyer
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Leigh-Ann Fabianke

Subject: FW: AirCheck Listing Report

AirCheck Listing Report 
Date Range: 2009/11/17 To 2009/11/18 

1. NOV 17 2009 6:00PM CT NEWS 4 SAN ANTONIO AT 6:00PM Nielsen Audience: 46,161 Calculated Ad Equivalency: 
$2,741

[ ]ORDER WOAI-NBC SAN ANTONIO, TX, MARKET 
RANK: 37

Run Time: 2:23 Calculated Publicity Value: $8,223

30-Second Ad Equivalency: $575

[**06:06:55 PM**] Preview Clip WE'LL KEEP YOU POSTED. LIVE AT LACKLAND AFB, MIREYA VILLAREAL TEN YEARS AGO, AN 
ANNUAL FOOTBALL TRADITION ENDED IN TRAGEDY. THE AGGIE BONFIRE COLLAPSED, KILLING 12 PEOPLE, INCLUDING 19-YEAR-
OLD BRYAN MCCLAIN OF SAN ANTONIO. STUDENTS WERE BUILDING THE 59-FOOT TOWER OF LOGS WHEN IT CAME CRASHING 
DOWN EARLY NOVEMBER 18TH 1999. TONIGHT, A&M IS HOSTING A CEREMONY TO REMEMBER THE ACCIDENT, AND NEARLY 10-
THOUSAND PEOPLE ARE EXPECTED TO ATTEND. 

[**06:07:40 PM**] Preview Clip BUT ALUMNI ARE ENCOURAGING PEOPLE TO TAKE PART IN A BLOOD DRIVE. DONATIONS CAN 
BE MADE TO ANY SOUTH TEXAS BLOOD AND TISSUE CENTER. AS PART OF A FRIENDLY BLOOD DRIVE COMPETITION BETWEEN 
A&M AND U-T. THE DRIVE ENDS ON FRIDAY SOME GOOD NEWS, AND SOME BAD NEWS COMING OUT OF SAN ANTONIO'S BOEING 
SITE TODAY. THE BAD NEWS FIRST, THE COMPANY IS LAYING OFF 250 EMPLOYEES BECAUSE IT LOST A CONTRACT AT THE SAME 
TIME, BOEING WON A DISPUTED CONTRACT DECISION INVOLVING THE K-C-135 STRATOTANKER PROJECT, AN AERIAL REFUELING 
PLANE. BOEING SAYS IT HOPES TO REASSIGN SOME OF THE LAID OFF WORKERS TO THE NEW PROJECT. 

[**06:08:38 PM**] Preview Clip A DISCUSSION IS ABOUT TO BEGIN ABOUT A HOT TOPIC. THAT TOPIC IS HOW TO RELIEVE 
CONGESTION ALONG 1604 AS WELL AS 281 NORTH. THE ALAMO REGIONAL MOBILITY AUTHORITY RIGHT NOW IS HOSTING IT'S 
SECOND PUBLIC MEETING ON AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY, OR EIS. THE EIS LOOKS AT HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT 
OPTIONS THAT HAVE THE LEAST IMPACT ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT. ALL OPTIONS INCLUDING TOLL ROADS ARE 
STILL ON THE TABLE. WHILE YOU'RE OUT SHOPPING FOR CHRISTMAS GIFTS, THIEVES WILL BE LOOKING FOR THINGS TO STEAL. 
NEWS 4 WOAI WANTS TO HELP PROTECT YOUR CAR FROM THEM. TOMORROW, SAN ANTONIO POLICE WILL OFFER FREE VIN 
ETCHING AT CROSSROADS MALL, FROM 9-AM TO 1-PM. THAT'S IN THE PARKING LOT NEXT TO BURLINGTON COAT FACTORY. 
STATE HEALTH OFFICIALS ARE SOUNDING THE ALARMS ABOUT A DANGEROUS SLEEPING HABIT. 

Report Generated: 2009/11/18 07:48:30.960 (CT)
Total Story Count: 1
Total Nielsen Audience: 46,161
Total Run Time: 2:23
Total Calculated Ad Equivalency: $2,741
Total Calculated Publicity Value: $8,223







































Thank you for your participation in the US 281 EIS 
Process!
Posted At : December 2, 2009 5:37 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

Thank you to everyone who attended the 2nd US 281 EIS Public Scoping 
Meeting on November 17th. Attendees at the meeting learned about the 
preliminary range of alternatives being considered for the US 281 corridor 
and the process for evaluating these alternatives. Also, a big thank you to 
everyone who submitted a comment at the public meeting, or through the 
EIS web site, the EIS email box (US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org), fax or regular
mail. Your comments are a vital part of the EIS process, so we appreciate 
you taking the time to let us know what you think. Although comments are 
welcomed anytime during the EIS process, to be included in the public 
meeting record for the November meeting, comments had to be received by 
the November 30th deadline. Any comments received after that date will be 
included in the meeting record for the 3rd public meeting taking place 
during Spring 2010. 

What is the public meeting record? The public meeting record documents all 
aspects of the public meeting including the purpose of the meeting, how it 
was publicized, what was presented at the meeting, and the response from 
the community. All comments received by the November 30th deadline will 
also be responded to within the second public meeting record. When this 
record is completed, it will be available for public viewing at 
www.411on281.com/US281EIS. Everyone who included their contact 
information with their comment will receive notification once the public 
meeting record has been posted to the web site. We hope you will check out 
this meeting record to read what your friends and neighbors think about the
alternatives for the US 281 corridor. 

Thanks again and we look forward to your continued involvement in the US 
281 EIS process!

Comments (0) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 9 Views 

Join the conversation about the US 281 EIS process & 
preliminary alternatives being considered
Posted At : November 12, 2009 11:22 AM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

Plan on attending the second US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting on November 
17th! This will be unlike any other public meeting you've attended for the US 
281 corridor...here's how it will work:

• There will be display exhibits full of information and EIS team members 
around to answer your questions from 5:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the Spring Hill 
Event Center. A court reporter and comment cards will be available
throughout the meeting if you'd like to submit a comment for inclusion in the
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EIS public record. Feel free to arrive any time during this open house period,
but please make sure you're at the meeting by 6:30.

• At 6:30 p.m. we'll begin a presentation that describes the preliminary 
range of alternatives being considered for the US 281 corridor and the 
process for evaluating and developing them.

• At 7:00 p.m. we'll break into small working groups of 8 to 10 people. Each 
group will have a facilitator to guide you through exercises to help you 
answer the following questions: Do these preliminary alternatives capture 
the range of alternatives that should be considered in the US 281 corridor? 
Do the objectives define the type of improvements you would like to see in 
the US 281 corridor? Do the alternatives that have been carried forward
represent options you would like to see studied in more detail?

• Finally at about 8:00 p.m., we'll come back together as a large group to 
share each other's thoughts and ideas that were discussed in the small 
groups.

These small working groups are what make this public meeting different 
from previous meetings, because they give you an opportunity to share with 
your neighbors, and other users of US 281, what type of improvements you 
think should be considered for this corridor. If you're one of the many people 
who want to share your opinion, but you get stage fright speaking in front of 
large groups, then the November 17th meeting will be a good time to let us 
know what's on your mind.

As we move forward with the EIS process, alternatives will continue to be 
evaluated, so now is your chance to participate in the alternatives
development process from the beginning. Even if you attended the first 
public meeting, or you've already submitted a comment, please continue to 
be involved in the EIS process by attending the November 17th meeting. 
Remember to tell your friends and neighbors; don't forget your participation 
is vital to the success of this EIS process...

2nd US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting: November 17, 2009 5:30 –8:30 p.m. 
Open House: 5:30–6:30 p.m. Presentation: 6:30–7:00 p.m. Small Group Work 
Sessions: start at 7:00 p.m.

Spring Hill Event Center (Traveling north on US 281, turn right immediately 
before Overlook Parkway) 2455 Celebration Drive San Antonio, Texas 78261

See you there!

Comments (1) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 28 Views 

Your input has helped shape the US 281 EIS! But we still 
need your help…
Posted At : November 9, 2009 5:12 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

The first public scoping meeting on August 27, 2009 focused on the need and 
purpose for improvements within the US 281 corridor. At the first meeting 
our community was asked, "Which needs should be addressed and which 
transportation options would best meet your needs within the US 281 
corridor?" Based on comments expressed by the public, government agencies, 
and the Community Advisory Committee a set of four distinct but
interrelated purposes were determined for improvements within the US 281
corridor. Any improvements in the US 281 corridor should: 

being considered
Guest said: I can't make the 
meeting, but it seems the
money would be better spent on 
widening 1604 and getting ... 
[More]

The Super Street is (still) 
coming!
D said: so on june 30th the 
"Super" street was being talked 
about as still coming.... so now 
its s... [More]

What is the "4-1-1"?
d said: I thought a blog would 
be updated at least once a day 
or at least once a week, this is 
more of a for... [More]
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• Accommodate travel demand by addressing Growth • Enhance mobility as 
well as accessibility within the corridor to improve Functionality • Improve 
Safety in the corridor •Enhance Quality of Life for users of US 281 and the 
surrounding community

Thank you for helping to identify the need and purpose for the EIS study! 
BUT, we still really need your help...

Using your comments from the first public scoping meeting we have 
developed a list of preliminary alternatives for the US 281 corridor north of 
Loop 1604 and 16 objectives which provide a framework for screening these 
alternatives. At the public meeting on November 17th, you'll learn about the 
preliminary range of alternatives being considered for the US 281 corridor 
and the process for evaluating these alternatives. 

Most importantly, you'll have an opportunity to participate in the 
alternatives development process by discussing what long-term solutions
you'd like to see implemented on US 281. 

The format of the November 17th meeting will be different from the first EIS 
public meeting in August. At this November meeting, you'll be able to have a 
conversation and share ideas with other users of US 281 about the 
preliminary range of alternatives being considered. Be on the lookout for this 
Wednesday's blog to get all the details so you're ready to participate in the 
conversation on November 17th.

Please mark your calendars for this important meeting...Your comments will 
continue to help shape the future of the US 281 corridor!

2nd US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting: November 17, 2009, 5:30 –8:30 p.m. 

Open House: 5:30–6:30 p.m.

Presentation: 6:30–7:00 p.m.

Small Group Work Sessions: start at 7:00 p.m.

Spring Hill Event Center (Traveling north on US 281, turn right immediately 
before Overlook Parkway) 2455 Celebration Drive San Antonio, Texas 78261

Comments (1) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 31 Views 

Why does the EIS study process have to take so long?
Posted At : November 2, 2009 2:38 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

Many of you who drive US 281 everyday are probably asking yourself this 
question. The answer is that an Enviornmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the 
most robust and comprehensive environmental clearence process which 
includes high-level public involvement and coordination with multiple 
agencies and organizations, along with the detailed analysis of impacts of 
proposed improvement alternatives. An average EIS analysis is completed in 
about five years; however the Alamo RMA has made a commitment to the 
community to complete the US 281 EIS process in three years, bringing a long
-term solution sooner rather than later to one of the most congested
corridors in the country. Conducting an EIS will ensure that all alternative
improvement options (additional lanes, overpasses, transit, etc.) are 
available for consideration by the public. 
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Future blogs will focus on and give you more information about the 
preliminary range of improvement alternatives being considered for the US 
281 corridor and the process for evaluating and developing them. We hope 
you will particpate so that you can learn about the types of preliminary 
alternatives being considered. 

Please join us ...

2nd US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting November 17, 2009 5:30 –8:30 p.m. 
Open House: 5:30–6:30 p.m. Presentation: 6:30–7:00 p.m. Small Group Work 
Sessions: start at 7:00 p.m.

Spring Hill Event Center (Heading north on US 281, turn right immediately 
before Overlook Parkway) 2455 Celebration Drive San Antonio, Texas 78261

We look forward to seeing you there!

Comments (0) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 14 Views 

What’s been going on with the US 281 EIS?
Posted At : October 9, 2009 12:41 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

Hello 411-on-281 visitors! This blog is now dedicated to the US 281 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) study. Please visit this blog regularly 
to stay up-to-date on what's happening with the US 281 EIS. If you'd like to 
keep up with the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA), please visit 
the Director of Community Relations Leroy Alloway's blog at
http://voices.mysanantonio.com/leroyalloway/.

Whether you've been following the US 281 EIS study from the beginning, or 
you're just now learning about the study, thank you for taking the time to 
visit this web site and become involved! For this study to be a true success, 
it's imperative for the community to participate every step of the way.

A lot has been going on in the last month...The first US 281 EIS Public 
Meeting was held on August 27 to discuss the need and purpose for this 
study. If you were unable to attend this meeting, click on "Environmental 
Impact Statement" on the main 411on281 page to view meeting documents 
and materials. The EIS team is currently reviewing comments received from 
the first community meeting. They're also reviewing comments received 
from this web site (www.411on281.com/US281EIS), the US 281 EIS email
(US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org), and faxed and mailed-in comments to the Alamo 
RMA address. Almost 200 comments were received prior to the September 
8th deadline. These comments are now being placed into the official EIS 
record for this first meeting and once finalized, this record will be available 
for you to review on the official US 281 EIS web site. This will give you a 
chance to read what your friends and neighbors are thinking about the need 
and purpose for improving the US 281 corridor. 

Although the first comment deadline has passed; Please continue to submit 
comments! All comments received now will be included in the official EIS 
record for the next public meeting. This meeting is tentatively scheduled for 
mid-November. We'll be sure to let everyone know once this date and 
location have been finalized. In the meantime, check back to this web site
regularly to stay up-to-date on what's happening with the US 281 EIS.

Don't forget to also follow us on Twitter and add 411-on-281 as your friend 
on Facebook!
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On 281…it’s a car, it’s a truck…no wait, it’s the Super 
Street!
Posted At : June 16, 2009 6:07 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Super Street

We are quickly approaching June 30, and the Community Open House on the 
US 281 Super Street project. We are looking forward to helping answer 
questions the community has on how the Super Street project will impact 
traffic on US 281, and what type of travel savings the community can hope to 
see from this project.

[More]

Comments (13) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 479 Views 

The Super Street is (still) coming!
Posted At : June 5, 2009 12:28 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Super Street

One of the questions we are hearing more and more of is "what happened to 
the super street?" 

Contrary to rumors or myths, the Super Street isn't dead. The Super Street 
wasn't shelved to push another agenda. The Super Street wasn't abandoned 
at all.

[More]

Comments (2) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 307 Views 

Spring is in the air - have you seen me flying?
Posted At : April 29, 2009 6:08 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: Environmental Study

A key part of any Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the requirement 
to follow the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA asks us to take 
an in depth look at endangered or threatened species and prevent them from 
harm or elimination of their natural habitats. For the 281 corridor, this is of 
critical importance.

Two endangered birds who share the same 281 corridor with our community, 
from spring through early fall, are the Golden-cheeked Warbler and the 
Black-capped Vireo. For over 20 years both birds have been listed and 
protected as part of the Endangered Species Act.

[More]

Comments (2) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 261 Views 

Are toll roads the only solution the Alamo RMA can 
provide for traffic congestion?
Posted At : April 10, 2009 11:37 AM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: General Announcement

The Alamo RMA exists to provide solutions to efficiently move traffic using 
innovative financing and to accelerate needed projects so that we can 
relieve congestion today, instead of waiting decades, as we would using 
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more traditional methods. It brings local leadership to local transportation 
issues.

Regional Mobility Authorities were established in Texas to provide new ways 
to construct mobility improvements by using local money to leverage 
revenue bonds. RMA's can build, operate and maintain a wide variety of 
transportation projects including light rail, and toll roads. The Alamo RMA 
can undertake any project that moves people, goods or services, as long as 
there is a way to pay for the project. We don't have the power to levy a 
property or sales tax so our funding sources are limited but our ability to 
help is bound only by imagination.

[More]

Comments (6) | Print | Send | del.icio.us | Digg It! | Linking Blogs | 595 Views 

How can we reach out and become involved with our 
community?
Posted At : April 6, 2009 4:50 PM | Posted By : Admin
Related Categories: General Announcement

In transportation projects, and really, in all large-scale public improvements, 
one of the most consistent criticisms is that the public and the community 
around the project doesn't know it's happening until bulldozers show up to 
start moving dirt. The Alamo RMA wants to make sure that doesn't happen 
with any improvement project we are working on for US 281.

[More]
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US 281 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)
2ND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Dear Friends and Neighbors, 

PLEASE MARK YOUR CALENDARS!

Join the conversation about the US 281 EIS process and the preliminary range of alternatives 
being considered…
Plan on attending the second US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting on November 17th!  This will be 
unlike any other public meeting you’ve attended for the US 281 corridor…here’s how it will work:

 There will be display exhibits full of information and EIS team members around to answer your 
questions from 5:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the Spring Hill Event Center.  A court reporter and 
comment cards will be available throughout the meeting if you’d like to submit a comment for 
inclusion in the EIS public record.  Feel free to arrive any time during this open house period, 
but please make sure you’re at the meeting by 6:30.

 At 6:30 p.m. we’ll begin a presentation that describes the preliminary range of alternatives 
being considered for the US 281 corridor and the process for evaluating and developing them.

 At 7:00 p.m. we’ll break into small working groups of 8 to 10 people.  Each group will have a 
facilitator to guide you through exercises to help you answer the following questions:
o Do these preliminary alternatives capture the range of alternatives that should be considered 

in the US 281 corridor? 
o Do the objectives define the type of improvements you would like to see in the US 281 

corridor?
o Do the alternatives that have been carried forward represent options you would like to see 

studied in more detail?
 Finally at about 8:00 p.m., we’ll come back together as a large group to share thoughts and 

ideas that were discussed in the small groups.

These small working groups are what make this public meeting different from previous meetings, 
because they give you an opportunity to share with your neighbors, and other users of US 281, what 
type of improvements you think should be considered for this corridor.   If you’re one of the many 
people who want to share your opinion, but you get stage fright speaking in front of large groups, then 
the November 17th meeting will be a good time to let us know what’s on your mind.

WHEN: November 17, 2009
5:30 –8:30 p.m.
Open House: 5:30 –6:30 p.m.
Presentation: 6:30 –7:00 p.m.
Small Group Work Sessions: start at 7:00 p.m.

WHERE: Spring Hill Event Center
2455 Celebration Drive, San Antonio, TX 78261
(Traveling north on US 281, turn right immediately before Overlook Parkway)



As we move forward with the EIS process, alternatives will continue to be evaluated, so now is your 
chance to participate in the alternatives development process from the beginning.   Even if you
attended the first public meeting, or you’ve already submitted a comment, please continue to be 
involved in the EIS process by attending the November 17th meeting.  Remember to tell your friends 
and neighbors; don’t forget your participation is vital to the success of this EIS process…

Join the EIS process, make your voice heard by commenting
We want to hear your comments regarding the preliminary alternatives being considered for the US 
281 corridor.  While comments are welcome anytime during the EIS process, written comments must 
be received by November 30, 2009, to be included in the official public record for this meeting.  
Otherwise, your comments will be included in the official record for the next meeting.  There are 
numerous ways to submit your written comments:

 Fill out a comment card at the public meeting on November 17th
 Web site: www.411on281.com/US281EIS, click on “EIS Comments”
 Email: US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org
 Fax: 210-495-5403
 Mail: Leroy Alloway, Director, Community Development

Alamo Regional Mobility Authority, 
1222 N. Main Avenue, Ste 1000, San Antonio, Texas 78212

We look forward to seeing you on November 17th!

For more information on the US 281 EIS, please visit: www.411on281.com/US281EIS
Follow the 4-1-1 on 281 on:
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Alamo Regional Mobility Authority  

1222 N. Main Avenue, Suite 1000 San Antonio, Texas 78212 

(210) 495-5256   (210) 495-5403 Fax 

www.AlamoRMA.org  

 

November 5, 2009  

 

 

Dear Congressman Gonzalez: 

 

The Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) will hold the second public 

scoping meeting regarding transportation improvements to US 281 from Loop 1604 

to Borgfeld Road.  The Alamo RMA is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS), in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, to analyze 

potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to the human and natural 

environment from the construction and operation of transportation improvements. 

 

The public is encouraged to attend the second EIS public scoping meeting on 

Tuesday, November 17, 2009, between 5:30 pm and 8:30 pm, at Spring Hill Event 

Center, 2455 Celebration Drive, San Antonio, Texas 78261.  The meeting will consist 

of an open house from 5:30 pm to 6:30 pm, a presentation at 6:30 pm and small group 

work sessions beginning at 7:00 pm.  Project team members will be available to 

discuss issues and answer questions regarding preliminary alternatives and the EIS 

process. 

 

The purpose of this meeting is to introduce and gather public input on the 

preliminary project alternatives and analysis process proposed to be used in the 

development of reasonable alternatives that would be considered in the Draft EIS.  

 

Please feel free to contact Leroy Alloway or Lisa Adelman at 210.495.5256 with any 

questions regarding this second public scoping meeting for the US 281 EIS. 

 

Sincerely, 

Terry M. Brechtel 

Executive Director

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
 
DR. WILLIAM E. THORNTON 

CHAIRMAN   

 

M. CRISTINA RODRIGUEZ  

VICE-CHAIR   

 

REYNALDO L. DIAZ, JR. 
SECRETARY/TREASURER 

 

JAMES R. REED   
 

ROBERT G. RODRIGUEZ  
 
ROBERT S. THOMPSON 
 
CHRISTEL VILLARREAL  

 

 

TERRY M. BRECHTEL 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR  
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Last Name First Name Position Street Address City, State, Zip 
Gonzalez Charles 20th Congressional District of Texas United States House of Representatives 

B-124 Federal Bldg. 727 E. Durango San Antonio, TX  78206 

Smith Lamar 21st Congressional District of Texas United States House of Representatives 
1100 NE Loop 410 Ste 640 San Antonio, TX  78209 

Rodriguez Ciro 23rd Congressional District of Texas 1950 SW Military Drive San Antonio, TX  78221 
Cuellar Henry 28th Congressional District of Texas 615 E. Houston Street Suite 451 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Casteel David 
Assistant Executive Director for 
District Operations, Texas 
Department of Transportation 

125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Russell Phillip 
Assistant Executive Director for 
Innovative Project Development, 
Texas Department of Transportation 

125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Rodriguez Sergio “Chico” Bexar County Commissioner, 
Precinct 1 100 Dolorosa Suite 1.20 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Elizondo Paul Bexar County Commissioner, 
Precinct 2 100 Dolorosa, Suite 1.20 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Wolff Kevin Bexar County Commissioner, 
Precinct 3 100 Dolorosa, Suite 1.20 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Adkisson Tommy Bexar County Commissioner, 
Precinct 4  100 Dolorosa, Suite 1.20 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Wolff Nelson, W. Bexar County Judge 100 Dolorosa, Suite 1.20 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Bresnahan Letti Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Bristow Randy Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Galindo Susan Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Hughey Sandy Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Perkins Brigette Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Plummer Beth Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

White Ed Board Member, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Patterson Carol Board Member, District 1 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Miller Byron Board Member, District 2 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Rice George Board Member, District 3 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 
Youngblood Benjamin Board Member, District 4 Edwards 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  
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Aquifer Authority 78215 

Ellis Ron Board Member, District 5 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Hughes Susan Board Member, District 6 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Valdivia Enrique Board Member, District 7 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Lovett John Board Member, District 8 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Allen Martin Board Member, District 9 Edwards 
Aquifer Authority 1615 N. St. Mary’s Street San Antonio, Texas  

78215 

Pickett Joe Chair, House Committee on 
Transportation 

Texas House of Representatives, P.O. 
Box 2910 Austin, TX  78768 

Carona John 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 
Transporation and Homeland 
Security 

Texas Senate, P.O. Box 12068 Capitol 
Station Austin, TX  78711 

Mitchell Seth Chief of Staff, Bexar County Bexar County Judge's Office, 100 
Dolorosa San Antonio. TX  78205 

Morales Frank City Administrator, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Durand-Hollis Gabriel Council Member, Place 2, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Worley Elizabeth Council Member, Place 3, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Evans George R. 
"Rick" 

Council Member, Place 4, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Mayberry Margaret Council Member, Place 5, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Simmons Jeff Director of Public Works, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Register Carl A. Mayor Pro Tem, Place 1, City of Hill 
Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 

Riley Chris Mayor, City of Leon Valley 6400 El Verde Road Leon Valley, TX 78238 
Cisneros Mary Alice P. City Council Member, District 1 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Taylor Ivy R. City Council Member, District 2 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Ramos Jennifer V. City Council Member, District 3 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Cortez Philip A. City Council Member, District 4 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Medina David City Council Member, District 5 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Lopez Ray City Council Member, District 6 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Rodriguez Justin City Council Member, District 7 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Williams W. Reed City Council Member, District 8 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Chan Elisa City Council Member, District 9 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
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Clamp John G. City Council Member, District 10 City of San Antonio, P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 
Lambert Lanny City Manager, City of Leon Valley 6400 El Verde Road Leon Valley, TX  78238 
Francis Kirk, W. City of Hill Country Village 116 Aspen Lane San Antonio, TX  78232 
Parma Jim Mayor, City of Selma 9375 Corporate Drive Selma, TX  78154 
Littlepage Tiffany City Secretary, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 

Alamia Janice City Secretary, Town of Hollywood 
Park 2 Mecca Drive San Antonio, TX  78232 

Eccleston Donna Comal County Commissioner, 
Precinct 1 199 Main Plaza New Braunfels, TX  

78130 

Millikin Jay Comal County Commissioner, 
Precinct 2 199 Main Plaza New Braunfels, TX  

78130 

Parker Gregory Comal County Commissioner, 
Precinct 3 199 Main Plaza New Braunfels, TX  

78130 

Kennady Jan Comal County Commissioner, 
Precinct 4 199 Main Plaza New Braunfels, TX  

78130 

Scheel Danny Comal County Judge 199 Main Plaza New Braunfels, TX  
78130 

Martinez Isidro Director, San Antonio Bexar County  
Metropolitan Planning Organization 825 South St. Mary's Street San Antonio, TX  78205 

Brown Julia 
Deputy District Engineer, San 
Antonio District, Texas Department 
of Transportation 

P.O. Box 29928 San Antonio, TX  78229 

Medina Mario  
District Engineer, San Antonio 
District, Texas Department of 
Transportation 

P.O. Box 29928 San Antonio, TX  78229 

Aceves Joe, A. County Engineer, Infrastructure 
Services, Bexar County 233 North Pecos, Ste 420 San Antonio, TX  78207 

Boyer Victor Executive Director San Antonio 
Mobility Coalition 13526 George Road Suite 107 San Antonio, TX  78230 

Saenz Amadeo Executive Director, Texas 
Department of Transportation 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Perry Rick Governor of the State of Texas State of Texas,  P.O. Box 12428 Austin, TX  78711 
Muñoz III Henry Chairman VIA Board of Trustees P. O. Box 12489 800 W. Myrtle San Antonio, TX  78212 

Dewhurst David Lieutenant Governor of the State of 
Texas 

P.O. Box 12068 Capitol Station 
 

Austin, TX  78711 
 

Jeffrey Ray Mayor, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Hobson John City Administrator, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Harrison Kirk, W. Councilman, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Hurst Robert, W. Councilman, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Reynolds Shane Councilman, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Mitchell Dannette Councilwoman, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
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Nowak John Director, Public Works, City of 

Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 

Cole Pamela Mayor Pro Tem, City of Bulverde 30360 Cougar Bend Bulverde, TX  78163 
Castro Julian Mayor, City of San Antonio City of San Antonio P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX  78283 

Wilson Duane President / CEO, North San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce 12930 Country Parkway San Antonio, TX  78216 

Cavazos Ramiro President, San Antonio Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce 318 W. Houston St. Suite 300 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Straus Joe Speaker of the Texas House of 
Representatives, District 121 

Texas House of Representatives, 7373 
Broadway 202-A San Antonio, TX  78209 

Martinez Fischer Trey State Representative, District 116 Texas House of Representatives,1910 
Fredricksburg Road San Antonio, TX  78201 

Leibowitz David State Representative, District 117 Texas House of Representatives, 9107 
Marbach Rd Suite 111 San Antonio, TX  78245 

Farias Joe State Representative, District 118 Texas House of Representatives, 660 
SW Military Drive  San Antonio, TX  78221 

Gutierrez Roland State Representative, District 119 Texas House of Representatives, 3319 
Sidney Brooks San Antonio, TX  78235 

McClendon Ruth State Representative, District 120 Texas  House of Representatives, 403 
S.W. W White Road Suite 210 San Antonio, TX  78219 

Corte Frank State Representative, District 122 Texas House of Representatives, 2040 
Babcock Suite 402 San Antonio, TX  78229 

Villarreal Michael State Representative, District 123 Texas House of Representatives, 1114 
S. St. Mary’s Suite 110 San Antonio, TX  78210 

Menendez Jose State Representative, District 124 Texas House of Representatives, 7121 
US Highway 90 West Suite 240 San Antonio, TX  78227 

Castro Joaquin State Representative, District 125 Texas House of Representatives, 6502 
Bandera Suite 106 San Antonio, TX  78238 

Miller Doug State Representative, District 73 387 W. Mill Street New Braunfels, TX  
78130 

Uresti Carlos State Senator, District 19 Texas Senate, 2530 SW Military Drive 
Ste 103 San Antonio, TX  78224 

Zaffirini Judith State Senator, District 21 Texas Senate, 12702 Toepperwein 
Road Suite 214 San Antonio, TX  78233 

Wentworth Jeff State Senator, District 25 Texas Senate, 1250 NE Loop 410 Suite 
925 San Antonio, TX  78209 

Van de Putte Leticia State Senator, District 26 Texas Senate, 700 N. St. Mary’s Street 
Suite 1725 San Antonio, TX  78205 

Middleton Richard Superintendent, North East ISD 8961 Tesoro Drive, Suite 602 San Antonio, Texas  
78217 

Holmes Ned Commissioner, Texas Transportation 
Commission 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 
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Meadows William Commissioner, Texas Transportation 

Commission 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Underwood Fred Commissioner, Texas Transportation 
Commission 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Delisi Deirdre Chairwoman, Texas Transportation 
Commission 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Houghton Ted Commissioner, Texas Transportation 
Commission 125 East 11th Street Austin, TX  78701 

Perez Richard President, The Greater San Antonio 
Chamber of Commerce 602 E. Commerce San Antonio, TX  78205 

McIlveen Richard Mayor, Town of Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive San Antonio, TX  78232 
Cornyn John Senator, U.S. Senate 600 Navarro, Suite 210 San Antonio, TX 78205 
Hutchison Kay Bailey Senator, U.S. Senate 145 Duncan Drive, Suite 120 San Antonio, TX 78226 
Hornseth Tom County Engineer, Comal County   
Vacek Leticia M. City Clerk, City of San Antonio P.O. Box 83966 San Antonio, TX 78238 

Al-Ghafry Majed Director of Public Works, City of San 
Antonio P.O. Box 83966 San Antonio, TX 78238 

Roberts Kenneth City Administrator, City of Selma 9375 Corporate Drive Selma, TX 78154 
Weeper Bill Councilman, City of Selma 9375 Corporate Drive Selma, TX 78154 

Miller Gary Council Member Place 1, Town of 
Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

Alkire Ellen Council Member Place 2, Town of 
Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

McCallum Tim Council Member Place 3, Town of 
Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

Treu Steve Council Member Place 4, Town of 
Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

Sartor Bob Council Member Place 5, Town of 
Hollywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

Arroyo Jimmy Director of Public Works, Town of 
Holllywood Park 2 Mecca Drive Hollywood Park, TX 

78232 

Miller Lou 
President, African American 
Chamber of Commerce of San 
Antonio 

1717 N. Loop 1604 East, Suite 220 San Antonio, TX 78232 

Robinson Gwendolyn Executive Director, Alamo City Black 
Chamber of Commerce 600 Hemisfair Plaza Way, Bldg 406-10 San Antonio, TX, 78205 

Bain Kevin President, Christian Business 
Chamber of Commerce P.O. Box 701073 San Antonio, TX 78270 

Scroggins Jennifer Chair, San Antonio Women's 
Chamber of Commerce 600 Hemisfair Plaza Way, Bldg 217 San Antonio, TX, 78205 

Sculley Sheryl L. City Manager, City of San Antonio P.O. Box 839966 San Antonio, TX 78238 
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Contact: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Leroy Alloway November 16, 2009
Director, Community Development
210.378.4399 / 210.495.5256
LAlloway@AlamoRMA.org / Info@AlamoRMA.org

Alamo RMA to Engage the Community in Conversation
at the 2nd US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Public Scoping Meeting 

(SAN ANTONIO) –November 16, 2009 –The Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) wants 

the public to engage in a candid conversation and share differing viewpoints about potential long-term 

solutions for US 281 at the 2nd Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Scoping Meeting 

Tuesday, November 17, 2009. The Alamo RMA wants to hear community comments about the 

preliminary alternatives, project objectives and alternatives screening process to improve mobility along 

US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road.  The public is encouraged to participate from 5:30 PM to 

8:30 PM at Spring Hill Event Center, 2455 Celebration Drive, San Antonio, Texas 78261. The open 

house portion of the meeting will run from 5:30 PM to 6:30 PM. Attendees should ensure they arrive by

6:30 PM for the Public Presentation.  Small working groups will then start at 7:00 PM.

This will be unlike any other public meeting that has been conducted for this stretch of US 281.  There 

have been a great deal of divergent views and interests expressed about this corridor,  so now is the 

time to come together for a constructive dialogue about the ongoing EIS process and what can be done 

to address the increased congestion along this stretch of the US 281 corridor. 

At this EIS Public Scoping Meeting the community will have the opportunity to:

•  Discuss Preliminary Project Alternatives

•  Discuss Project Objectives and Alternatives Screening Process

•  Ask Questions and Submit Comments

For up-to-date information related to the EIS and other US 281 projects, please visit:

www.411on281.com or call (210) 495-5256. 

About the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority

Overseen by a seven-member Board of Directors, the Alamo RMA includes a professional staff and consultant team that are 
committed to finding ways to empower our local community to take charge of our transportation future. The purpose of the 
Alamo RMA is to provide Bexar County with opportunities to accelerate needed transportation projects - through the direction of 
a local board making local choices about local mobility needs - that enhance the quality of life and economic growth for all 
residents in our region.
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Contact: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Leroy Alloway November 16, 2009
Director, Community Development
210.378.4399 / 210.495.5256
LAlloway@AlamoRMA.org / Info@AlamoRMA.org

Request for Coverage:
Alamo RMA to Engage the Community in Conversation
at the 2nd US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Public Scoping Meeting

WHAT:  The Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) wants the public to engage in a candid 

conversation and share differing viewpoints about potential long-term solutions to US 281 at the second 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Public Scoping Meeting Tuesday, November 17, 2009.  The 

Alamo RMA wants to hear community comments about the preliminary alternatives, project objectives 

and alternatives screening process to improve mobility along US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road.

WHEN: Tuesday, November 17, 2009 
5:30 –8:30 p.m. 

Open House:  5:30 PM –6:30 PM
Presentation: 6:30 PM –7:00 PM
Small Group Work Session: 7:00 PM –8:30 PM

WHERE:   Spring Hill Event Center
2455 Celebration Drive
San Antonio, Texas 78261

WHO: Alamo RMA Board Members and Staff
US 281 EIS Team 
Members of the Public 

MORE: This will be unlike any other public meeting that has been conducted for this stretch of US 281.  There 

has been a great deal of divergent views and interests expressed about this corridor,  so now is the time 

to come together for a constructive dialogue about the ongoing EIS process and what can be done to 

address the increased congestion along this stretch of the US 281 corridor. 

At this EIS Public Scoping Meeting the community will have the opportunity to:

• Discuss Preliminary Project Alternatives

• Discuss Project Objectives and Alternatives Screening Process

• Ask Questions and Submit Comments

For up-to-date information related to the EIS and other US 281 projects:

please visit www.411on281.com or call (210) 495-5256. 

-30-



About the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority

Overseen by a seven-member Board of Directors, the Alamo RMA includes a professional staff and consultant team that are 
committed to finding ways to empower our local community to take charge of our transportation future. The purpose of the Alamo 
RMA is to provide Bexar County with opportunities to accelerate needed transportation projects - through the direction of a local 
board making local choices about local mobility needs - that enhance the quality of life and economic growth for all residents in 
our region.
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Contents of Media Kit 

 
 
(1) Press Release (available on Appendix A) 
 
(2) Newsletter (available on Appendix A) 
 
(3) Meeting Handouts (available on Appendix C) 
 
(4) Slide Presentations (available on Appendix C) 
 
(4) Exhibits (available on Appendix C) 
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A Press Release and Request for Coverage were sent multiple times between  
November 13, 2009 and November 17, 2009 to the following Media Outlets 

 
Television 
KSAT TV 12 (ABC)  
KENS TV 5 (CBS) 
KABB TV 29 (Fox) 
KLRN TV 9 (PBS)  
WOAI TV 4 (NBC) 
KWEX TV 41 (Univision) 
KVDA TV 60 (Telemundo) 
KMYS TV 35 (MYTV/KRRT) 
Print 
San Antonio Express-News 
Weeklies/Monthlies 
Bulverde Community News 
Daily Commercial Recorder 
Hill Country Times 
North Central News 
Northeast Herald   
North San Antonio Times 
Northwest Weekly 
Northside Recorder 
Nside San Antonio Magazine 
San Antonio Business Journal 
San Antonio Current (AAN) 
San Antonio Lightning News 
Southside Reporter 
Welcome Home 
210 SA 
Spanish Language 
Publications 
Cancha 
Conexion 
El Continental 
La Prensa 
Rumbo de San Antonio 
College and University  
OLLU-The Lake Front 
SAC-The Ranger 
St. Mary's-The Rattler 
Trinity-The Trinitonian 
UIW-The Logos 
UTSA-Paisano 

Military Publications 
Brooks Discovery 
Fort Sam Houston Newsleader 
Lackland Tailspinner 
Randolph Wingspread 
Social Publications 
Citipages 
Scene in SA 
San Antonio Magazine 
San Antonio Woman 
San Antonio News Bureau 
Associated Press 
AM Radio Stations 
KTSA-AM 550 
WOAI-AM 1200 
KLUP-AM 930 
FM Radio Stations  
KAJA-97.3 
KCYY-100.3 
KONO-101.1 
KQXT-101.9  
KSTX-89.1 (NPR) 
KSYM-90.1 
KXXM-96.1 
KZEP-104.5 
KRTU-91.7 
KBBT-98.5 
KPWT-106.7 
KISS-99.5 
KPAC-88.3 (TPR) 
KTFM-94.1 
KJXY-102.7 
Internet 

www.mysanantonio.com 

Social Media 
FaceBook 
Socializer 
Twitter 
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APPENDIX B 
Sign-In Sheets 
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APPENDIX C 
Meeting Handouts, Slide Presentations, and 
Exhibits 
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Meeting Handouts 
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After tonight’s meeting, written comments can be e-mailed to US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org, faxed to 210-495-5403 
attention US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 or mailed to US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2, c/o Alamo RMA, 
1222 N. Main Ste 1000, San Antonio, TX 78212.  All written comments received or postmarked by Monday, 
November 30, 2009, will be in the Public Scoping Meeting #2 official record and considered by the US 281 EIS 
team.  Comments received after the deadline will become part of the record for next public meeting 

COMMENT CARD 
US 281 Environmental Impact Statement 

 Public Scoping Meeting #2 - November 17, 2009 
Spring Hill Event Center  

 
Please let us know your thoughts about the preliminary alternatives that are considered “fatally 
flawed” and being recommended for elimination.  Please check “agree” or “disagree” for the 
alternatives below.   

Heavy Rail           AGREE    DISAGREE 

Commuter Rail         AGREE    DISAGREE 

Monorail           AGREE    DISAGREE 

Automated Guideway Transit       AGREE    DISAGREE 

Personal Rapid Transit        AGREE    DISAGREE 

New Parallel Corridor        AGREE    DISAGREE 

If you DISAGREE with any of the alternatives being eliminated, please tell us which one(s) and why. 

 

 
Please let us know your thoughts, concerns, and suggestions.  Do the preliminary alternatives 
capture the range of alternatives that should be considered?  Do the objectives define the type of 
improvements that you would like to see?  Do the alternatives that have been carried forward 
represent options you would like to see studied in more detail?  Are there any other items you would 
like us to be aware of as the process moves forward? (Please use additional sheets if needed.) 
 

 

 

 

Name:  
 
Address:       City, State Zip 
 
Email:   



 

Thank you! 

MEETING EVALUATION 
Public involvement is key to the success of the US 281 Environmental Impact Statement.  Your 
feedback will help us better meet your needs as we move forward.  Please take a few minutes 
to complete this meeting evaluation form.   

How did you hear about tonight’s meeting? (check all that apply) 
 

____411on281.com    ____Church bulletin   ____HOA/NA bulletin 
____Sign placed in US 281 the project corridor ____Friend/family/word of mouth ____Facebook    
____Twitter      ____Socializer    
 

Newspaper (which one?) _________________ Radio (which station?) ___________________________ 

TV (which station?) ______________________ Email (from whom?)_____________________________   

Other: _________________________________ 

On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the location for tonight’s meeting?   
                                         Did Not           Somewhat                                      Liked Very 

            Like              Liked                             Much 
 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

Comments:  ________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the information presented and on display?   
 
                                           Not          Somewhat                                          Very 

         Helpful             Helpful                           Helpful 
 

1  2  3  4  5 
 

Comments:  __________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

On a scale of 1 to 5, rate the small group work format used for tonight’s meeting?   
 
                                         Did Not           Somewhat                                      Liked Very 

            Like              Liked                             Much 
 

1  2  3  4  5 
  

Comments:  ________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Any other comments?  (Please use additional sheets if needed.)  

 

 

 

 

 



 

US 281 EIS Public Scoping Meeting #2 

November 17, 2009 

 

WHAT WE HOPE TO ACCOMPLISH WITH THIS MEETING 

• Inform interested individuals of the US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. 

• Provide a forum where individuals may ask the EIS Team questions about various aspects of the US 281 EIS 

process. 

• Inform individuals about the US 281 EIS alternatives screening process, the alternatives that are recommended 

for elimination as a result of Level 1 screening, and the alternatives recommended to be carried forward for 

further study. 

• Allow for small group discussions of the US 281 transportation improvement purposes, objectives, and 

alternatives development and screening process. 

• Gather input from the public regarding US 281 transportation improvement purposes, objectives and the 

alternatives development process and recommendations. 

 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

5:30 PM Open House 

 

  Station 1 – Welcome!  

Station 2 – What is an EIS?  What is NEPA? Why does US 281 need to be improved?  What issues should 

be considered? 

  Station 3 – How does the alternatives screening process work? 

Station 4 – What are the preliminary alternatives? Which ones are recommended to be carried forward 

for additional study?  Which ones have been recommended for elimination? 

 

6:30 PM Presentation 

 

Welcome – Alamo Regional Mobility Authority 

Need & Purpose, Objectives, Alternatives Development – US 281 EIS Team 

 

7:05 PM Small Group Work Sessions (see other side for more information) 

 

  Instructions for the Small Group Sessions – US 281 EIS Team 

Part 1 – Purposes and Objectives  

Part 2 – Alternatives and Purposes 

 

8:05 PM Reconvene Whole Group 

 

  Reports from Small Groups 

  Comments/Questions 

  Wrap up and Next Steps 

 

8:30 PM  Adjourn 
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SMALL GROUP WORK STEPS  

 

1. You have been randomly divided into tables of eight-to-ten participants as you sign in at registration.  Each table will 

have a Facilitator who will be responsible for keeping your group on task and assuring that everyone in the group 

has the opportunity to participate in the group discussion.  

2. Each group will be asked to identify a Recorder who will write down the responses to the group discussion and a 

Reporter who will report to the whole group on the highlights of the discussion in your group. 

3. You will be asked to individually complete a worksheet (Part 1) on the objectives and the purpose for the 

transportation improvements.  

4. Once everyone has completed the Part 1 worksheet, the Facilitator will lead the group in a conversation about the 

worksheet results. 

5. After this initial conversation, everyone will be asked to complete a second worksheet (Part 2) about the purpose of 

the transportation improvements and the alternatives recommended for Level 2 screening. 

6. Once everyone has completed the Part 2 worksheet, the facilitator will lead the group in a conversation to see what 

they think about how well the alternatives address the purpose of the improvements. 

7. The Reporter will be asked to make a brief report on the highlights of their group’s discussion to the whole group 

when it reconvenes. 

8. The Recorder should turn in the sheet with the discussion responses to the group’s facilitator. 

 

IN ORDER FOR THE SMALL GROUP WORK TO RUN SMOOTHLY WE ASK THAT PARTICIPANTS FOLLOW THESE SUGGESTED GUIDELINES: 

 

• Listen to understand. 

• Speak one at a time. 

• It’s okay to have different opinions; please give everyone who wants to speak the opportunity to 

express his/her opinion. 

• Please keep your comments concise and to the point.  

 

 

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATNG IN THE SECOND US 281 EIS PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING! 

 

PLEASE BE SURE TO COMPLETE AND SUBMIT A COMMENT CARD! 

 

A court reporter is available if you would like to make verbal comments for the record in addition to the comment card.   

 

All written comments received or postmarked by Monday, November 30, 2009, will be in the Public Scoping Meeting #2 

official record and considered by the US 281 EIS team.  Comments received after the deadline will become part of the 

record for the next public meeting. 

 

Written comments should be sent by US Mail to Leroy Alloway, Director, Community Development, Alamo Regional 

Mobility Authority, 1222 N. Main Avenue, Ste 1000, San Antonio, Texas 78212. 

 

You may also submit comments to the Alamo RMA by fax to 210-495-5403 or e-mail at US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org. 
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Public Scoping Meeting #2 

 

 

Preliminary Alternatives 

And 

Alternatives Screening Process 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PROCESS 

  

 

We are 

Here in the 

Process 



ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION PROCESS 

 

 

 

 

Level 1:  

Fatal Flaw  

Analysis 

Level 2:  

Detailed 

Modal Analysis 

Level 3: 

Detailed Multi- 

Modal Analysis 

 

We Are 

Here in the 

Process Number of Alternatives 

Large Number 

of Preliminary  

Alternatives 

Small  

Number of  

Alternatives  

for Draft EIS 

Level of Analysis 

Qualitative 

Analysis 

Quantitative 

Analysis 
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DETAILED ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS 

 

We are Here in 
the Process 

Advance as  
Complementary 
Transportation 

Mode 

Advance as  
Primary 

Transportation 
Mode 

Meets Less 
than 50% of  

Future Travel 
Demand 

Meets Greater 
than 50% of 

Future Travel 
Demand 
Travel 

Continuing Public and Agency Involvement 

Develop Multi-Modal 
Alternatives 

No 

Yes 

Eliminate with 
 Explanation 

No 

Eliminate with 
 Explanation 

Others 

Eliminate with 
 Explanation 
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ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS 

Level 1:  Fatal Flaw Analysis (Qualitative) 

• Evaluate Alternatives for Fatal Flaws: 

o Not compatible with regional plans 

o Unproven technology 

o Major adverse impacts 

 

Level 2:  Detailed Modal Analysis (Quantitative) 

• Evaluation based on quantitative measures may include: 

o Capacity and demand 

o Safety improvement 

o Travel time improvement 

o Engineering feasibility 

• Alternatives grouped as Primary and Complementary Transportation Modes 

 

Level 3:  Detailed Multi-Modal Analysis (Quantitative) 

• Combine Primary and Complementary Transportation Modes to form comprehensive solutions 

• Detailed evaluation/comparison of multi-modal alternatives using additional criteria like: 

o Right-of-way requirements  

o Relocation and displacements 

o Cost effectiveness 

o Environmental considerations 

• Recommendation of a set of reasonable alternatives for evaluation in the Draft EIS  

 

All Draft EIS Highway Improvement Alternatives will be analyzed for both toll  

and non-toll effects 

 

Public review and comment on reasonable alternatives 
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES 

No Build Alternative 

  

 

 

Description 

• The No Build Alternative would include 

o US 281 Super Street improvements  

o Upgrade to the Loop 1604/US 281 

Interchange 

o All planned short and long range regional 

transportation improvements (except the US 

281 Corridor North of Loop 1604) 

o Short-term minor maintenance and safety 

improvements that maintain the continued 

operation of existing US 281 north of Loop 

1604 

• Provides a baseline to compare against all build 

alternatives 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward to the Draft EIS 
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Transit Alternatives on US 281 (North of Loop 1604) 

Heavy Rail 

 
Washington, DC 

Description: 

• Commonly called metros or subways 

• Operates in densely populated urban areas on steel tracks in 

exclusive right-of-way 

• Powered by an electrified third rail alongside the track 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 15-40 miles  

• Station Spacing:  ½-5 miles 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/70 mph 

• Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period) 

10-20 minutes (off peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  60-80 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (Not compatible with regional 

plans) 

 

Commuter Rail  

  
Fort Worth, TX 

Description: 

• Typically operates in freight rail right-of-way 

• May use locomotives with passenger cars or self-propelled 

passenger cars, known as diesel multiple units (DMUs) 

• Serves longer distance commute 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 20-80 miles  

• Station Spacing:  2-10 miles 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/90 mph 

• Service Frequency: 30 minutes (peak period) 

                                                          60 minutes (off peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  100-150 seated 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (No Existing freight line, Not 

compatible with corridor plans) 
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Monorail 

 
Las Vagas, NV 

Description: 

• Elevated on a concrete or steel guideway 

• Can be operated by a driver or automated 

• Historically used in recreational areas or downtowns 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 1-18 miles  

• Station Spacing:  ¼-1 mile 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/70 mph 

• Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period) 

10-20 minutes (off peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  28-30 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (Not compatible with regional 

plans) 

 

Automated Guideway Transit 

 
Detroit, MI 

Description: 

• Found in major airports, activity centers, and downtown areas 

• Similar to monorail (driverless, electrically powered and 

exclusive right-of-way) 

• May be tunneled, elevated, and/or at grade  

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 1-5 miles  

• Station Spacing:  ¼-½  mile 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/30 mph 

• Service Frequency: 1-10 minutes (peak period) 

5-20 minutes (off peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  30-100 seated 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (Speed and service distance not 

satisfactory, Not compatible with regional plans) 
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Personal Rapid Transit 

 
Morgantown, WV  

Description: 

• Designed to provide personalized service between specific 

origin and destination stations 

• Operates on demand with no intermediate stops 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 1-5 miles  

• Station Spacing:  ¼-½  mile 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/30 mph 

• Service Frequency: 10 seconds - 1 minute 

• Car Capacity:  ≤ 5 seated 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (Not a proved technology, Not 

compatible with regional plans) 

 

 

Light Rail 

 

Houston, TX 

 

Description: 

• Medium capacity, higher speed service in urban areas 

• Operate on steel rail with overhead electric power 

• Can operate in exclusive rights-of-way (either at-grade or 

elevated) and share city streets 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 5-20 miles  

• Station Spacing:  ½-2 miles 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 20-25 mph/70 mph 

• Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period) 

10-20 minutes (off peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  32-90 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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Streetcar 

 

Portland, OR 

Description: 

• Share city streets to provide circulation or connector services 

• Operate on steel wheels or rubber tires with overhead electric 

power 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 5 miles or less 

• Station Spacing:  ¼-½ miles 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/45 mph 

• Service Frequency: 10-15 minutes (peak period) 

30-60 minutes (off-peak period) 

• Car Capacity:  16-60 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Fixed Route Bus Service 

 
San Antonio, TX 

Description: 

• Operates in mixed traffic on existing streets 

• On-board fare collection 

• Frequent stops and wide coverage area 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: varies 

• Station Spacing:   ¼- 1 mile 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 10-15 mph/60 mph 

• Service Frequency: 15-30 minutes (peak) 

60 minutes (off-peak) 

• Car Capacity:  40-50 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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Express Bus Service 

  

San Antonio, TX 

Description: 

• Limited stops and direct routes between clusters of origins and 

destinations (e.g. suburb to downtown) 

• Operates in mixed traffic on existing streets or in HOV Lanes 

(Dallas and Houston) 

• Faster and more expensive than Fixed Route service 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: varies 

• Station Spacing:   ½ - 10 miles 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 20-40 mph/60 mph 

• Service Frequency: 15-30 minutes (peak) 

60 minutes (off-peak) 

• Car Capacity:  40-50 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

 
San Antonio, TX 

 

 

 

 

Description: 

• Operates in preferential or exclusive bus lanes 

• Signal prioritization 

• Improved fare collection process 

• Easier boarding system  

• Enhanced Passenger Information Technology 

 

Typical Characteristics: 

• Service Distance: 8 - 15 miles or less 

• Station Spacing:  ½ - 1 mile 

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 15-40 mph/65 mph 

• Service Frequency: 10-15 minutes (peak) 

30-60 minutes (off-peak) 

• Car Capacity:  60 seated (plus standees) 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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Highway Improvements to US 281 (North of Loop 1604) 

Add Lanes to Existing US 281 Corridor 

 

US 281 Today – between Stone Oak Parkway 

and Evans Road, San Antonio, TX 

 

Description 

• Additional lanes on existing US 281  

• No grade separations or control of access 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Grade Separated Intersections 

 

Wurzbach Parkway at Perrin Beitel Road,  

San Antonio, TX 

 

Description 

• Grade separation at major intersections 

• Access to adjacent land use via short frontage roads and 

driveways 

• Does not include continuous frontage roads 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Expand Parallel Corridors 

 

Blanco Road, San Antonio, TX 

 

 

Bulverde Road, San Antonio, TX 

Description 

• Upgrade of Bulverde Road and/or Blanco Road 

• Diversion of traffic from US 281 to parallel corridors 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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New Parallel Corridor 

 

San Antonio, TX 

 

Description 

• Build a new corridor parallel to US 281 between Bulverde 

Road and Blanco Road 

 

Recommendation: To Be Eliminated (High adverse impacts) 

Upgrade Existing US 281 to Expressway 

 

US 281 at Donella Drive, San Antonio, TX 

 

 

Lee Roy Selmon Crosstown Expressway, 

Tampa, FL 

 

Description 

• Convert US 281 to completely grade separated expressway 

with continuous frontage roads 

• Access to adjacent land uses through continuous frontage 

roads 

• At grade, elevated, and/or depressed options 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) / High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 

 

Houston, TX 

 

Description 

• Add Additional High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes to Existing US 

281 Corridor 

• Increases vehicle occupancy rates 

• Could be reversible by direction 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Other Alternatives on Us 281 (North of Loop 1604) 

Growth Management 

 

 

Description 

• Focus growth within urban core  

• Encourage more efficient land use and reduce trip lengths 

• Part of the MPO Long Range Plan 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

US 281 Public Scoping Meeting #2 

November 17, 2009 

 

Bike & Pedestrian Facilities 

 

San Diego, CA 

 

Description 

• More efficient means of making short trips 

• Low Cost 

• Reduces congestion  

• Promotes healthy lifestyle 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

 

 

 

Transportation System Management (TSM) 

Description:  

• Easily implemented, low capital cost transportation improvements that increase the efficiency of 

transportation facilities and services 

Examples:  

• Improved intersection or signal operation 

• Access Management  

• Ridesharing 

• Incident Management Program 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 

 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

Description:  

• Typically refers to policies, programs, and actions that are directed towards decreasing single occupant 

vehicle travel 

Examples: 

• Area Pricing 

• Mandatory Alternative Work Schedules  

• Parking Management 

 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening 
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Part 1 
Purpose and Objectives Worksheet 

 

For Part 1 of this evening’s group exercise, we would like to accomplish the following: 
• Familiarize you with the suggested purpose and objectives for US 281 transportation 

improvements. 
• Have you consider how the objectives relate to the purposes. 
• Have a conversation about how they relate. 
 

In response to the need for transportation improvements in the US 281 corridor, the purpose is to 
address growth, improve functionality, improve safety, and enhance community quality of life.  The 
following table identifies some objectives that have been developed to further define the project 
purpose.  They are not listed in order of importance, but are numbered only for easy referral.  Each of 
the columns represents one of the purposes as identified for this EIS.   
 
For each of the objectives, please put a checkmark in the column below each purpose you believe is 
addressed by that objective (you may check more than one).  Feel free to ask questions of your 
group’s facilitator if the objective is not clear to you. 
 

Purpose 

Objectives Address 
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve 
Safety 

Enhance 
Quality of Life 

Example  √ √  

1.  Provide additional capacity to satisfy 
current and forecasted corridor travel 
demand. 

    

2.  Reduce travel times and increase travel 
speeds for through traffic during peak travel 
periods. 

    

3.  Create a multi-modal transportation 
facility that is compatible with, and 
connects to, the regional transportation 
network. 

    

4.  Allow for development of high-capacity 
transit in the long term. 

    

5.  Reduce conflicts between local access 
and through traffic. 

    

6.  Maintain and/or improve access to 
adjacent land uses and cross streets. 

    

7.  Promote community wellness and 
contribute to a healthy community through 
safe facilities for walking and biking. 
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Purpose 

Objectives Address 
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve 
Safety 

Enhance 
Quality of Life 

8.  Reduce vehicle crash rates by providing 
for the safe and easy movement of motor 
vehicles within the corridor. 

    

9.  Be consistent with local and regional 
plans and policies.     

10.  Maximize use of federal, state, and 
local government and other non-tolled 
sources of funding. 

    

11.  Protect the environment and avoid 
and/or minimize and mitigate adverse 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to 
social, economic and environmental 
resources.  

    

12.  Reflect the character and values of the 
corridor through aesthetic treatments and 
landscaping acceptable to corridor 
neighborhoods. 

    

13.  Improve air quality.      

14.  Mitigate traffic noise.     

15.  Enhance water quality through 
management of storm water runoff.      

16.  Avoid negative impacts to threatened 
and endangered species and their habitat.     

17.       

18.       

19.       
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Part 2 
Purpose and Alternatives Worksheet 

 

Part 2 of this evening’s group exercise activities is intended to accomplish the following results: 
• Give participants a better understanding of the alternatives recommended to be carried forward into Level 2 for further 

screening.    
• Allow participants the opportunity to explore how the alternatives may address the purpose of the improvements to US 281. 
• Have a conversation about the alternatives and how they relate to the purpose. 
 
Below is a list of the alternatives recommended for carrying forward to Level 2 screening.  They are numbered for easy referral 
only.  The numbers do not indicate a level of importance.   
 
Please indicate with a number from 1 to 5, with 1 being “not at all” and 5 being “very well”, how each alternative addresses the 
purposes in the columns on the right.  Please refer to the descriptions of the alternatives for more information about each one.   
 

1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 
Not at All       Very Well 

 

Purpose 

 

Alternatives 
Recommended to be 
Carried Forward into 

the Level 2 
Alternatives 

Screening Process 

Description Address 
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve 
Safety 

Enhance 
Quality 
of Life 

 Example  1 4 2 5 

1 No Build 

The No Build Alternative would include the US 281 Super Street 
improvements, the upgrade to the Loop 1604/US 281 
Interchange, all planned short and long-range regional 
transportation improvements (except the US 281 corridor north 
of Loop 1604) and short-term minor maintenance and safety 
improvements that maintain the continued operation of existing 
US 281 north of Loop 1604.   

    

2 

3 

Fixed Guideway Transit 
(light rail & street car) 

                      

Light Rail (DART – Dallas)          Street Car (Portland, OR) 

    

4 

5 

6 

Non-fixed Guideway 
Transit (fixed route bus, 
express bus, and bus 
rapid transit)  

VIA (San Antonio) 

    

7 
Add Lanes to existing US 
281 north of Loop 1604 
(no frontage roads) 

 

Existing US 281 between Stone Oak Parkway and Evans Road 
(San Antonio) 

    

8 
Grade Separated 
Intersections (short 
frontage roads) 

 

Wurzbach Parkway at Perrin Beitel Road (San Antonio) 

    

9 Expand Parallel Corridors 

 

 

 

 

Bulverde Road (San Antonio)        Blanco Road (San Antonio) 
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Purpose 

 

Alternatives 
Recommended to be 
Carried Forward into 

the Level 2 
Alternatives 

Screening Process 

Description Address 
Growth 

Improve 
Functionality 

Improve 
Safety 

Enhance 
Quality 
of Life 

10 

Upgrade Existing US 281 
north of Loop 1604 to an 
Expressway (with 
frontage roads)  

        

US 281 at Donella Drive         Lee Roy Selmon Crosstown                                              
(San Antonio)                         Expressway (Tampa, FL) 

    

11 

Add Additional High 
Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) / High Occupancy 
Toll (HOT) Lanes north of 
Loop 1604 

 

I-25, Denver, CO 

    

12 
Implement Policy 
Changes and Growth 
Management 

Focus growth within the urban core and encourage more 
efficient land use to reduce the travel time required for everyday 
trips. 

    

13 
Add Facilities for Cyclists 
and Pedestrians  

 

San Diego, CA 

    

14 
Integrate Transportation 
System Management and 
Incident Management 

Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies generally 
refer to the use of easily implemented, low capital cost 
transportation improvements to increase the efficiency of 
transportation facilities.  Examples of TSM include access 
management, improved intersection and signal operation, and 
ridesharing. 

 

Incident Management includes clearing vehicle breakdowns, 
crashes, and other incidents to allow traffic flow to resume as 
quickly as possible. 

    

15 
Incorporate 
Transportation Demand 
Management 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) generally refers to 
policies, programs, and actions that are directed towards 
decreasing single occupant vehicle travel.  Examples of TDM 
include mandatory alternative work schedules and parking 
management. 

    

16 

 

     

17 

 

     

18 
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I.  Purpose of the Coordination Plan 
 
In an effort to provide for more efficient environmental reviews for project decision making, Section 6002 of 
Public Law 109-59, “Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users,” 
(SAFETEA-LU), enacted August 10, 2005, implemented the development of a coordination plan for all projects 
for which an environmental impact statement (EIS) is prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969.  The plan’s purpose is to coordinate public and agency participation in and comment on the environmental 
review process for a project or category of projects.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as lead 
Federal agency, and the Texas 
Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) and Alamo Regional 
Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA), 
as joint lead agencies, have 
prepared this Coordination Plan 
to accompany the EIS that will be 
developed for improvements to 
US 281 from Loop 1604 to 
Borgfeld Road, Bexar County, 
Texas (Figure 1).  FHWA, 
TxDOT and the Alamo RMA are 
soliciting comments from the 
public and from participating and 
cooperating agencies regarding 
the need and purpose for the 
proposed project, project 
alternatives, methods to be used 
in evaluating the project 
alternatives, and the level of 
detail required in the analysis of 
each project alternative.  This 
Coordination Plan describes the 
roles of the lead agency, joint 
lead agencies, and the 
cooperating and participating 
agencies.   
 
II.  Project Description and 

Scope 
 
US 281 within the project limits is 
listed in the San Antonio-Bexar 
County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (SA-BCMPO) 
Mobility 2030 Plan (the long-
range transportation plan) as a 
six-lane tolled facility; other 
solutions for improving mobility 
within the US 281 corridor may 
be identified in future updates 
and/or amendments to the long-
range transportation plan.  The 
existing facility is a four-to-six-
lane non-toll divided arterial with partial access controls.  The EIS will develop and evaluate project alternatives 
including “No-action” (the no-build alternative), Transportation System Management (TSM)/Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM), rapid transit and roadway build alternatives.  According to TxDOT, the Control 
Section Job (CSJ) number for this project is 0253-04-138.  

Figure 1 
Project Location 
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III.  Project History 
 
In recent history, numerous transportation improvements have been completed and proposed along US 281 
within the project corridor.  These projects have been evaluated under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) through a series of Categorical Exclusions (CEs) and Environmental Assessments (EAs).  This 
Coordination Plan addresses the EIS currently being prepared for US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road.   
 
In the late 1980s, a segment of US 281 between Bitters Road and Loop 1604 within the San Antonio city limits 
south of the subject project area was upgraded from a four-lane partial access-controlled divided roadway to an 
expressway facility with full access controlled through lanes and parallel partial access-controlled lanes that 
interface between the through travel lanes and the adjacent developments and streets.  Since that time, land 
development has expanded along US 281 from Loop 1604 north into Comal County.  To accommodate this 
growth, many improvements have been implemented over the years as detailed in Table 1. 
 
Table 1:  History of US 281 Improvements 

Section Construction Activity Year Completed 
US 281 from Loop 1604 to Comal County line Construction of 2 lane to 4 lane 1975 

US 281 at Encino Rio  Installation of traffic signal 1986 
US 281, 0.6 miles north of 1604 to Comal County 
line Surface treatment project 1987 

US 281, from 0.6 miles north of Loop 1604 to 
Comal County line 

Seal coat shoulder, crossovers 
and driveways 1988 

US 281, from Bitters to 0.5 miles north of Loop 
1604 

Expand to 6-lane expressway, including 3-
level diamond interchange at Loop 1604 1990 

US 281, 3.8 miles north of 1604 to the Comal 
County line Novachip project 1992 

US 281, from 0.6 miles north of 1604 to 4 miles 
south of Comal County line Micro surfacing project 1995 

US 281 at Bulverde  Installation of flashing beacon 1998 
US 281 at Borgfeld  Installation of flashing beacon 1998 
US 281 at Evans Road  Installation of traffic signals 1998 
US 281 from Redland Road to Stone Oak  Shoulder restriping 2000 
US 281 from Loop 1604 to Comal County line Texturizing shoulders 2002 
US 281 at Stone Oak  Installation of traffic signal 2002 
US 281 at Bulverde  Installation of traffic signals 2003 
US 281 at Borgfeld  Installation of traffic signals 2003 
US 281 at Sonterra  Construction of Interchange 2004 
US 281 at Marshall Road  Installation of traffic signal 2006 
US 281 at Overlook Parkway  Installation of traffic signal 2006 

 
The environmental documentation history related to these improvements is summarized in Table 2. The initial 
NEPA action on these projects is the FHWA issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on August 
8, 1984 for an EA on a project to add capacity to US 281 from Bitters Road to 2.5 miles north of Loop 1604 
(approximately Evans Road).  Portions of this EA were revaluated in 2000 and 2005 with the same FONSI 
determination. Three CEs for improvements to the interchanges with US 281 at Loop 1604, Stone Oak Parkway 
and Borgfeld Road were also approved by the FHWA indicating that only insignificant impacts would occur from 
the proposed actions. The Stone Oak Parkway CE was reevaluated along with the US 281 EA from Loop 1604 
to Marshall Road and was reaffirmed on May 24, 2005. 
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Table 2:  History of US 281 Environmental Documentation  
Highway Limits Document Type and 

Approval 
Approving 
Authority Approval Date 

US 281 Bitters Road to 2.5 miles north of 
Loop 1604 (Evans Road) EA – FONSI FHWA August 8, 1984 

US 281 
Sonterra Blvd. (0.4 mile north of 
Loop 1604) to 2.5 miles north of 
Loop 1604 (Evans Road) 

EA Reevaluation – FONSI FHWA December 11, 2000 

US 281 At Stone Oak Parkway CE FHWA June 2, 2002 
US 281 At Borgfeld Road CE FHWA September 5, 2002 
US 281 At Loop 1604 Interchange CE FHWA March 31, 2005 

US 281 Loop 1604 to Marshall Road EA Reevaluation – FONSI FHWA May 24, 2005 
(Approval Withdrawn) 

US 281 Evans Road to Borgfeld Road EA – FONSI FHWA November 8, 2005 
(Approval Withdrawn) 

US 281 Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road EA – FONSI  FHWA August 14, 2007 
(Approval Withdrawn) 

US 281 

At Encino Rio Road, Evans 
Road, Stone Oak Parkway and 
Marshall Road (“Super Street 
Project”) 

CE FHWA September 30, 2009 

US 281 At Loop 1604 Interchange CE FHWA In Process 
 
The US 281 (Loop 1604 to Marshall Road) project was let to construction in September 2005.  Following a 
motion for preliminary injunction filed by Aquifer Guardians in Urban Areas, and People for Efficient 
Transportation, Inc. (collectively “AGUA”) on December 21, 2005 seeking to bar further land clearing and 
construction on the expansion of US 281 north of Loop 1604 because of inadequate consideration of 
environmental issues, TxDOT prepared and submitted a letter to FHWA on January 10, 2006 requesting 
assistance in shaping an appropriate course of action in light of the review of the environmental studies on US 
281 projects in northern Bexar County.  FHWA reviewed TxDOT’s request and concurred that, under 23 CFR § 
771.115, TxDOT could proceed with the preparation of a new EA and further concurred with TxDOT’s 
recommendation that a single EA be completed to address the environmental elements and factors for the 
project in the US 281 corridor from approximately Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road. With FHWA’s concurrence in the 
initiation of a new environmental document and recognition of issues raised by the public, FHWA withdrew prior 
environmental clearances on both 2005 US 281 EAs identified in Table 2 resulting in the cancellation of 
construction activities along US 281 from Loop 1604 to Marshall Road.  FHWA then directed TxDOT to prepare 
one comprehensive environmental assessment for the US 281 project area from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road 
within Bexar County.  
 
The most recent EA project concluded with FHWA’s issuance of a FONSI in August, 2007.  A Complaint for 
Declaratory and Injective Relief was filed in February 2008 by Aquifer Guardians in Urban Areas (AGUA) and 
Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom (TURF) in US District Court for the Western District of Texas, San 
Antonio Division, against FHWA, TxDOT and the Alamo RMA.  In October 2008 FHWA decided to withdraw the 
FONSI following TxDOT’s announcement regarding irregularities in the procurement of a scientific services 
contract, calling into question components of the environmental document.  FHWA called for the preparation of 
an EIS for US 281 from Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road, and assigned the responsibility of preparing the EIS to the 
Alamo RMA.  The 2008 lawsuit was administratively closed by the Court on February 5, 2009. 
 
“Super Street Project” 
On September 30, 2009 the FHWA approved a CE for operational improvements on US 281 at Encino Rio 
Road, Evans Road, Stone Oak Parkway and Marshall Road, commonly referred to as the “Super Street 
Project.”  The project would temporarily improve traffic flow and increase safety for US 281 commuters between 
Encino Rio Road and Marshall Road.  The project covers approximately 3.1 miles. The Super Street Project is 
expected to be paid for with funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act), 
the Advanced Transportation District and the City of San Antonio.  
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US 281 / Loop 1604 Interchange 
The Alamo RMA is also currently preparing a new CE for the US 281 / Loop 1604 Interchange.  The project 
includes the design and construction of four proposed direct connector ramps of an ultimate five-level direct 
connection interchange, of which three levels currently exist, between US 281 and Loop 1604.  As part of 
Recovery Act and TxDOT Proposition 14 bond funds, the Alamo RMA is expected to receive $140 Million in 
funding to construct four non-toll direct connectors between US 281 and Loop 1604 on the north side of San 
Antonio.  The following direct connector ramps are proposed to be constructed: 
 

1)  Northbound US 281 to westbound Loop 1604; 
2)  Northbound US 281 to eastbound Loop 1604; 
3) Eastbound Loop 1604 to southbound US 281; and 
4)  Westbound Loop 1604 to southbound US 281. 

 
While the US 281 / Loop 1604 Interchange project would not add capacity to US 281 or Loop 1604, intermittent 
auxiliary lanes for traffic merging or diverging from the main lanes and ramp adjustments to accommodate the 
new direct connector locations and other operational considerations will be included within the project.  On 
March 27, 2009, the Alamo RMA issued a Request for Qualifications for Design / Build teams interested in 
constructing the non-toll connectors.  The four connectors will help provide direct access between these two 
roadways for approximately 50,000 vehicles a day when construction is finished. 
 
Any decision made on the US 281 / Loop 1604 Interchange project will in no way predetermine any future 
improvements to US 281 or Loop 1604.  Any other projects on US 281 or Loop 1604 will require additional 
studies.   
 
IV.  Draft Need and Purpose 
 
The project need and purpose describes the reasons why action is being considered in the US 281 Corridor and 
the desired purposes and objectives that the alternative actions must address.  It functions as a means to 
understand historical trends and future projections along the corridor and to set benchmarks for 2009 conditions.  
The benchmarks help shape criteria used to evaluate alternative actions and will be used as a means to 
measure proposed alternatives against 2009 conditions and each other.  The project need and purpose guides 
the identification of reasonable alternatives and assists in the selection of the preferred alternative.  
 
Need for the project 
 
The need for the project was the focus of the first Community Advisory Committee meeting, held on August 20, 
2009 and the first public scoping meeting, held on August 27, 2009.  Based on preliminary research as well as 
comments expressed by the lead, cooperating and participating agencies, the Community Advisory Committee 
and the public, a set of four distinct but interrelated needs were determined for the US 281 project.  These four 
need areas are described in more detail below. 
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  Figure 2 
  Project Area: Geographic Area Used for Growth Analysis 

 
Growth: The need for improvements to US 281 has resulted from a historic and continuing trend in population 
and employment growth within the project corridor and surrounding areas.  Figure 2 shows the geographic area 
used for the growth analysis.  The area provides a common geography for the analysis of historical population 
data from the US Census Bureau and from population projections developed by the SA-BC MPO.   
 
From the 1970’s through the early 1980’s, the land around the US 281 corridor was largely rural and 
undeveloped.  In the late 1980’s and 1990’s, the area witnessed a change in the population growth trend as land 
started to be developed, primarily for single-family residential homes.  Based on US Census tract data, the 
population growth between 1990 and 2000 along the corridor was 209% in Bexar County and 110% in Comal 
County.  Since 2000, the area has continued to grow with the population increasing from 41,823 in 2000 to an 
estimated 86,505 in 2008.  As the population surrounding the corridor grew, so too did the employment base 
and by 2005 there were 25,635 employees working in Bexar and Comal Counties within the corridor.  (Source: 
US Census Bureau, and SA-BCMPO) 
 
The rapid growth of population and employment within the corridor has resulted in a substantial increase in 
traffic.  The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on US 281, between Loop 1604 and Stone Oak Parkway, was 8,600 
vehicles per day in 1980.  The ADT on the same segment in 2007 was 112,000 vehicles per day, equating to a 
compound annual growth rate of about 10% per year as compared to less than 3% nationally. (Source:  TxDOT, 
FHWA – Travel Monitoring). 
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The SA-BCMPO 
projects the population 
within the project 
corridor to almost 
double by 2035.  
Although the Bexar 
County part of the 
project area is 
projected to grow 
201% from 2000 to 
2035, the pace of 
growth is projected to 
slow in later years, with 
most of the 201% 
growth occurring 
between 2000 and 
2015.  In contrast, the 
pace of growth in 
Comal County is 
projected to increase 
over time. The Comal 
County part of the 
project area is 
projected to grow 
240% from 2000 to 
2035.  By 2035, the 
population in Comal 
County is projected to 
comprise over half of the overall growth of the project area.  Historic and projected population growth in the 
project area is shown in Figure 3.   

Project Area Population: Historical and Projected
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Figure 3 
Historical and Projected Population Growth within US 281 Project Area

 
In terms of potential employment growth, the SA-BCMPO is projecting a 71% increase in the total number of 
jobs along the corridor from 2005 to 2035.   In 2005, the MPO estimated there were 3,797 jobs in the Comal 
County portion of the project area and they are projecting 12,057 jobs by 2035 – a 218% increase.  In the Bexar 
County portion of the project area, the MPO estimated 21,838 jobs in 2005 and is projecting 31,705 jobs by 
2035 – a 45% increase.  While the pace of projected job growth is greater in Comal County, by 2035, 73% of the 
projected 43,762 corridor-area jobs will be located in Bexar County. (Source:  SA-BCMPO Demographic 
Forecast, 2009). 

 
The improvements in transportation infrastructure within the project limits have not kept pace with the increases 
in population, employment and traffic.  The last major capacity expansion was completed in 1990 when US 281 
was expanded from four lanes to six lanes from Loop 1604 to Stone Oak Parkway.  As a result, the current 
travel demand is not being adequately met.  
 
Growth along the US 281 corridor is an important impetus for action.  One of the purposes for the US 281 
project is to develop a transportation solution that will accommodate the travel demand associated with 
population and employment growth.  Alternative actions will be evaluated based on how well they can 
accommodate 2035 travel demand.  
  
Functionality:  Within the project limits, US 281 is classified by TxDOT as a Rural Minor Arterial from 
approximately Stone Oak Pkwy to Borgfeld Road and as an Urban Principal Arterial south of approximately 
Stone Oak Pkwy to Loop 1604.  The roadway functional classes categorized by FHWA and used by TxDOT are 
based on the level of mobility and accessibility provided by the roadway.  Those roadways that provide greater 
mobility generally should operate at high travel speeds and allow for faster trip times but less access to the 
adjacent land uses.  Those roadways that offer greater accessibility generally should operate at lower speeds 
because they are designed to serve adjacent land uses. (Source: TxDOT, Statewide Planning Map, 2009.)   
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While US 281 is classified as an arterial roadway that is intended to provide a greater level of mobility, the rapid 
land development along the corridor has affected how it is currently used.  In its current condition, the corridor 
must function to serve the needs of motorists desiring to travel through the area as well as the needs of local 
users who want to access adjacent land uses.  The result is a conflict between the mobility needs of through 
travelers and accessibility needs of local travelers.  The land use pattern of residential/commercial/other 
development, in combination with the current transportation network, requires a driver to use US 281 for many 
daily errands and trips.  For example, much of the commercial development, including a major supermarket, is 
located on US 281 and is accessible by a limited number of local roads.  This puts substantial amounts of local 
traffic on US 281 and/or requires that residents cross US 281 to get back and forth to the market from home.  
The competing uses of the US 281 corridor result in congestion and increased safety concerns. As the corridor 
continues to become more developed and dense, the competing uses of the corridor will also continue to cause 
conflicts.    

 
Increased travel demand and conflicting traffic movement has led to deteriorating levels of service (LOS) during 
peak periods (the morning peak is 7am to 9am and the evening peak is 4pm to 6pm).  During peak hours, US 
281 south of Stone Oak Parkway operates at or below LOS D.  LOS D represents an unstable flow of traffic 
which makes it more challenging for motorists to maneuver between lanes. Under free flow conditions, a 
motorist on US 281 can travel between Bulverde Road and Loop 1604 in about six minutes.  Current level of 
service conditions require a southbound traveler, on the same route, to drive for 28 minutes during the morning 
peak, and a northbound traveler 19 minutes during the evening peak. (Source: Proposed US Highway 281 
Super Street Traffic Study, June 2009). 
 
The competing functions of the US 281 corridor and resulting decline in LOS and average speed is another 
reason to pursue action.  Therefore, another purpose for the US 281 project is to improve the LOS, increase 
average speed and reduce conflicts between local and through traffic.  Alternative actions will be evaluated 
based on how well they reduce the conflicts between competing uses and increase level of service on the 
roadway. 
 
Safety:  Because of increasing congestion and conflict between local and through traffic, a substantial rise in 
the number of accidents along the corridor has occurred.  From 2003 to 2007 the Texas Department of Public 
Safety (DPS) reported 2,206 crashes along the US 281 corridor between Loop 1604 and the Comal-Bexar 
County Line.  Of the total number of crashes, six were fatal, 131 resulted in injuries, and the remaining 2,069 
resulted in no injury, possible injury or severity unknown.  The annual number of crashes along the corridor has 
increased over the five-year period by 32.5%; in 2003 there were a total of 388 crashes and in 2007 there were 
514 crashes. (Source:  TxDOT, Traffic Operations Division, June 2009.)  
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The crash rate along US 
281 was compared with 
the statewide average 
crash rates for similar 
facilities (US Highways and 
four-lane divided facilities).  
The crash rate on US 281 
is much higher than 
comparable urban facilities 
(Figure 4).  Similarly, the 
section north of Stone Oak 
Parkway was compared 
with comparable rural 
facilities.  In this case, the 
crash rate on US 281 used 
to be lower than 
comparable rural facilities 
but recently has begun 
increasing to levels 
substantially above 
comparable rural facilities 
(Figure 5).  Increased 
travel demand and 
conflicts between local and 
through traffic have 
created a very strong need 
for improving the safety 
along the corridor.  

Figure 4 
Crash Rates of the Urban Section of US 281 Compared to Similar Roadways in Texas 
 

 
The crash rate on the US 
281 roadway (both for the 
urban as well as the rural 
segments) is substantially 
greater than comparable 
roadways in Texas putting 
US 281 motorists at risk. 
This is another reason why 
action is being considered 
for this corridor.  
Alternative actions will be 
evaluated based on their 
ability to minimize conflict 
points and congestion that 
lead to crashes.   
 
Quality of Life:  The 
current conditions on US 
281 have a direct impact 
on the quality of life for 
those who live and work 
along the corridor, for the 
natural environment, and 
the diversity of life that 
exists along the corridor.  Factors such as travel delay, vehicle emissions, and lack of mobility choices cause 
frustration, health concerns as well as costs to the community. 
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Figure 5 
Crash Rates of the Rural Section of US 281 Compared to Similar Roadways in Texas
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As explained above, rapid growth and the lack of transportation improvements have contributed to reduced 
LOS, increased crashes and longer travel delays along the US 281 corridor.  When travelers sit in traffic, it is 
time away from work, family and/or recreation, which in turn, generally has a negative impact on quality of life. 
The average annual hours of delay on the US 281 corridor (between Loop 1604 and Marshall Road) were 
approximately 233,000 hours in 2006 and are expected to increase to more than 635,000 hours by 2014.  This 
lost time sitting in traffic is not only frustrating but has an associated cost to the community. Even with the Super 
Street improvements, the annual cost of delay due to lost time during travel is expected to increase from 
approximately $2.9 million per year in 2006 to $7.9 million per year in 2014. (Source: Proposed US Highway 281 
Super Street Traffic Study, June 2009).  

 
The level of delay and congestion on US 281 has diminished the area’s air quality, as idling and slow moving 
vehicles produce greater amounts of emissions than free flowing vehicles.  In the recent past, emission levels 
on the US 281 corridor contributed to putting the area in non-attainment status for ozone with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air quality standards.  This region of Bexar County remains a concern 
to federal, state and local environmental agencies as well as the community.  According to the EPA, vehicles 
are the dominant source of air toxics that pose potential respiratory health risk along the US 281 corridor.  The 
diminished air quality also means an increase in smog and a decrease in visibility.   This makes the US 281 
corridor a less desirable place to live, work and play.  Even with the Super Street improvements, overall 
emission levels along the corridor are expected to increase by about 46% between 2006 and 2014.  (Source: 
EPA - National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment, 1996, 1999 & 2002 and Proposed US Highway 281 Super Street 
Traffic Study, June 2009).  
  
Another factor affecting the quality of life is lack of choice in terms of alternative modes of transportation. 
Although the San Antonio area is served by VIA buses, there is only one route near the corridor which stops 
near the Loop 1604/US 281 intersection – the rest of the corridor is not currently served by public transportation. 
It is also very difficult for pedestrians or bicyclists to safely navigate along the corridor.  The transportation 
network in the US 281 corridor is better suited for vehicles as there are limited bike lanes, sidewalks and 
crosswalks.  Residents, employees and shoppers have to rely on automobiles for their travel needs in the 
absence of public transit services and pedestrian-oriented design.  
 
The negative impacts on quality of life as a result of current and forecasted conditions along US 281 are 
important factors contributing to the need for action in the corridor.  The purpose in pursuing action includes 
improving air quality and increasing transportation choices for those that use the corridor.   
 
Several additional objectives have been identified through the public and public agency involvement process.  
These have to do with avoiding tolls, protecting the environment, providing aesthetics and landscaping, 
mitigating traffic noise, managing storm water runoff, and avoiding impacts to threatened and endangered 
species.   
 
Purpose of the Proposed Action 
 
Without additional transportation improvements it is anticipated that population and employment growth within 
the US 281 corridor will result in increased levels of vehicular traffic, crashes and travel delays.  Without 
improvements, accessibility within the corridor is anticipated to become increasingly constrained, its functionality 
as part of a regional transportation system would decline, and the overall community quality of life would 
diminish.  The purposes of the proposed action are to address future growth, improve mobility, enhance safety, 
and improve community quality of life.   
 
V. Agency Roles and Responsibilities 
 
SAFETEA-LU requires identification of lead, cooperating, and participating agencies in the development of an 
EIS. The lead Federal agency (FHWA) and the joint lead agencies (TxDOT and the Alamo RMA) must identify 
and involve participating agencies; develop the Coordination Plan; provide opportunities for public, cooperating 
and participating agency involvement in defining the need and purpose and determining project alternatives; and 
collaborate with participating agencies in determining methodologies and the level of detail for the analysis of 
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project alternatives. In addition, lead agencies must provide oversight in managing the environmental 
documentation process and resolving issues. 
 
Federal Lead Agency:  FHWA is the U.S. Department of Transportation agency responsible for NEPA analysis, 
management of the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 process, and independent review of the EIS.  FHWA will ensure 
that the project sponsors (TxDOT and the Alamo RMA) comply with all design and mitigation commitments in 
the Record of Decision (ROD) and that the EIS is appropriately supplemented if changes in the project become 
necessary.  
 
Joint Lead Agencies:  TxDOT, as project sponsor and direct recipient of SAFETEA-LU funds, is a joint lead 
agency. The “project sponsor” is defined as the agency or other entity, including any private or public-private 
entity, which seeks approval of the United States Department of Transportation for a highway project. TxDOT’s 
responsibilities mirror those of the Federal lead agency.   
 
The Alamo RMA is the project co-sponsor and implementation agency, primarily responsible for preparing 
environmental studies and the EIS document, and conducting required public involvement activities.  The Joint 
Lead Agencies share in the responsibility to manage the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 process, prepare the EIS, 
and provide opportunities for public and participating /cooperating agency involvement. 
 
Cooperating Agencies:  Federal, state, tribal, and local agencies having jurisdiction by law or special expertise 
with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed project or project alternative are designated as 
cooperating agencies. Cooperating agencies are also “participating agencies” (agencies with an interest in the 
project), but have a higher degree of authority, responsibility, and involvement in the environmental review 
process than do participating agencies that are not also cooperating agencies. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, for example, is specifically responsible for the issuance of permits under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. 
 
Participating Agencies:  All federal, state, tribal, regional or local governmental agencies that may have an 
interest in the project are invited to serve as participating agencies. The roles and responsibilities of these 
agencies include, but are not limited to: 
 

 Participating in the NEPA process starting at the earliest possible time, especially with regard to the 
development of the need and purpose statement, project alternatives, methodologies, and the level of 
detail for the analysis of project alternatives.  

 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project’s potential 
environmental or socioeconomic impacts.  Participating agencies also may participate in the issue 
resolution process.  

 Participating in the scoping process.  The scoping process will be designed so that agencies whose 
interest in the project comes to light as a result of initial scoping activities are invited to participate and 
still have an opportunity for involvement.  

 Providing meaningful and timely input on unresolved issues.  
 
The list of lead, joint-lead, cooperating and participating agencies is provided in Table 3.  Federal agencies and 
tribal agencies were identified and contacted by FHWA; TxDOT identified and contacted the state agencies, and 
the Alamo RMA identified and contacted the local agencies.  Sample letters sent to the agencies are included in 
Appendix 1. 
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Table 3:  List of Agencies  
Agency Name Contact Person/ Title Address Role Responsibilities 

Federal Highway  
Administration (FHWA)  

Ted West 
Urban Engineer  

300 East 8th Street, Rm 
826 
Austin, TX 78701 

Lead 
Agency 

Manage SAFETEA-LU 
Section 6002 process; 
prepare EIS; provide 
opportunity for public & 
participating 
/cooperating agency 
involvement. 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT)  

Stephen Ligon 
Interim Supervisor 
Environmental 
Resources 
Management Branch 
Environmental Affairs 
Division 

125 E. 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701-2483 

Joint Lead 
Agency 

Manage SAFETEA-LU 
Section 6002 process; 
prepare EIS; provide 
opportunity for public & 
participating 
/cooperating agency 
involvement. 

Alamo Regional Mobility 
Authority (Alamo RMA) 

Lisa Adelman 
Legal Counsel  

1222 N. Main Avenue, 
Ste 1000 
San Antonio, Texas 
78212 

Joint Lead 
Agency 

Manage SAFETEA-LU 
Section 6002 process; 
prepare EIS; provide 
opportunity for public & 
participating 
/cooperating agency 
involvement 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Steven Brooks 
Chief, Regulatory 
Branch Fort Worth 
District 

P.O. Box 17300 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 

Cooperating 
Agency; 
Participating 
Agency 

Section 404 Clean 
Water Act permit 
jurisdiction 

U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Natural 
Resources Conservation 
Service 

Donald W. Gohmert 
State Conservationist 

101 South Main 
Temple, TX 76501 

Cooperating 
Agency; 
Participating 
Agency 

Analysis of effects on 
prime farmland, under 
Farmland Protection 
Policy Act 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)  

Larry Starfield (Acting) 
Regional Administrator, 
Region 6 

1445 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

Cooperating 
Agency; 
Participating 
Agency 

Review and comment 
on possible effects to air 
quality, under Section 
309 of Clean Air Act 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service  

Adam Zerrenner 
Supervisor, Austin 
Ecological Services 
Office 

10711 Burnet Road, 
Suite 200 
Austin, TX 78758 

Cooperating 
Agency; 
Participating 
Agency 

Section 7 Endangered 
Species Act permit 
jurisdiction 

Willie R. Taylor, Ph.D. 
Director, Office of 
Environmental Policy 
and Compliance 

Main Interior Building 
(MS 2462) 1849 C. 
Street, N.W. Washington, 
D.C. 20240 

Participating 
Agency 

Coordinate with US Fish 
and Wildlife Service 
regarding Endangered 
Species Act; review any 
Section 4(f) involvement 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior 

Andele Worthington P.O. Box 309 
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Participating 
Agency BIA-Anadarko  

John Tointigh, Tribal 
Administrator 

P.O. Box 1220 
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Participating 
Agency Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 

Gary McAdams, 
President  

P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Participating 
Agency Wichita and Affiliated Tribes  

Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of 
Texas 

Ronnie Thomas, 
Chairperson 

575 State Park Rd 56 
Livingston, TX 77351 

Participating 
Agency 

Alabama-Quassarte Tribal 
Town Tarpie Yargee, Chief P.O. Box 187 

Wetumka, OK 74883 
Participating 
Agency 

LaRue Parker, 
Chairperson  

P.O. Box 487 
Binger, OK 73009 

Participating 
Agency Caddo Nation of Oklahoma  

Comanche Nation of 
Oklahoma  

Ruth Toahty/NAGPRA 
Coordinator  

P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, OK 73502 

Participating 
Agency 

Kiowa Indian Tribe of 
Oklahoma  

Billy Evans Horse, 
Chairperson  

P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, OK 73015 

Participating 
Agency 

Review of effects to 
archeological sites and 
traditional cultural 
properties under 
Section 106 of the 
National Historic 
Preservation Act; 
Section 4(f) of the 
Department of 
Transportation Act of 
1966 (49 USC 303), 
and the North American 
Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act 
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Agency Name Contact Person/ Title Address Role Responsibilities 

Mark Chino, President  P.O. Box 227 
Mescalero, NM 88340 

Participating 
Agency Mescalero Apache Tribe  

Seminole Nation of 
Oklahoma 

Enoch Kelley Haney, 
Principal Chief 

P.O. Box 1498 
Wewoka, OK 74884 

Participating 
Agency 

The Delaware Nation Edgar French 
President 

P.O. Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Participating 
Agency 

Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of 
Oklahoma 

Anthony Street 
President 

1 Rush Buffalo Road 
Tonkawa, OK 74653 

Participating 
Agency 

Camp Bullis (U.S. Army) 
Frank Sherman 
City of San Antonio, 
Office of Military Affairs 

P.O. Box 839966 
San Antonio, TX 78283-
3966 

Participating 
Agency 

Review potential land 
use impacts, including 
indirect and cumulative 
effects and potential 
compatibility issues 

Texas Historical 
Commission  

Mark Wolfe 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 
 

P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711-2276 

Cooperating 
Agency; 
Participating 
Agency 

Section 106 of the 
National Historic 
Preservation Act; 
Section 4(f) of the 
Department of 
Transportation Act of 
1966 (49 USC 303) 

Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TP&WD)  

Carter Smith 
Executive Director  

4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 

Participating 
Agency 

Review project effects 
under Memorandum of 
Understanding and 
Memorandum of 
Agreement between 
TxDOT and TPWD 

Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
(TCEQ)  

Mark R. Vickery, P.G. 
Executive Director  

P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 

Participating 
Agency 

Review project impacts 
to air quality, hazardous 
material sites, 
compliance with the 
Texas Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES); and 
compliance with the 
Edwards Aquifer Rules 

Bexar County Nelson W. Wolff 
County Judge 

Bexar County 
Courthouse 
100 Dolorosa, Suite 1.20 
San Antonio, TX  78205 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of any issues 
of concern regarding 
the project’s potential 
environmental effects 
within the county’s 
jurisdiction 

City of San Antonio Julián Castro 
Mayor 

PO Box 839966  
San Antonio, TX 78283 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the city limits and area 
of extraterritorial 
jurisdiction 

Comal County Danny Scheel 
County Judge 

199 Main Plaza 
New Braunfels, TX 
78130 
 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of any issues 
of concern regarding 
the project’s potential 
environmental effects 
within the county’s 
jurisdiction 
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Agency Name Contact Person/ Title Address Role Responsibilities 

City of Bulverde Ray Jeffrey 
Mayor 

30360 Cougar Bend 
Bulverde, TX 78163 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the city limits and area 
of extraterritorial 
jurisdiction 

Edwards Aquifer Authority Velma R. Danielson 
General Manager 

1615 N. St. Mary's Street 
San Antonio, TX 78215 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

San Antonio Water System Robert R. Puente , J.D. 
President/CEO 

P.O. Box 2449 
San Antonio, TX 78298-
2449 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

San Antonio River Authority Suzanne B. Scott 
General Manager 

100 East Guenther St. 
San Antonio, Texas 
78204 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

San Antonio – Bexar County 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 

Isidro Martinez 
Director 

825 South Saint Mary’s 
San Antonio, TX  78205 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification of issues 
relating to safety and 
mobility, system 
interconnectivity, and 
project effects to 
minority and low income 
populations 

VIA Metropolitan Transit Keith Parker  
President/CEO 

800 W. Myrtle  
San Antonio, TX 78212 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification of issues 
relating to safety and 
mobility, system 
interconnectivity, and 
project effects to 
minority and low income 
populations 

Alamo Area Council of 
Governments 

Gloria C. Arriaga  
Executive Director 

8700 Tesoro Drive, Suite 
700  
San Antonio, TX 78217-
6228 

Participating 
Agency 

Identification and 
resolution of any issues 
of concern regarding 
the project’s potential 
environmental effects. 
Identification and 
resolution of project 
effects to areas within 
the agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

P.O. Box 245994 Participating 
Agency 

Bexar Metropolitan Water 
District General Manager San Antonio, TX 78224-

5994 

 
Status of Agency Responses 
Letters of invitation, along with a copy of this coordination plan, were mailed to all Lead, Cooperating, and 
Participating Agencies as listed in Table 3.  As of the November 2009 update of this document, the following 
agencies have returned a letter declining participation with the US 281 EIS. 
 
Table 4. List of Decline Letters Received from Agencies  

Agency Name Date Decline Letter Received 
U.S. Department of the Interior – U.S. Geological Survey September 18, 2009
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas September 16, 2009
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VI. Agency Coordination, Public Involvement, and Scheduling 
 
Lead agencies are responsible for preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement, including coordination of 
agency and public involvement. Table 5 summarizes the activities and anticipated schedule for key coordination 
points. Deadlines and expected completion dates are indicated in the table. The Lead Agency and Joint Lead 
Agencies have agreed to work cooperatively to identify and resolve issues that could delay the completion of the 
environmental review process. 
 
Cooperating and Participating Agency Coordination 
Cooperating and Participating Agencies were asked to submit comments during scoping regarding the project’s 
need and purpose, project alternatives, and their jurisdiction and/or special expertise related to the project area.  
An agency scoping meeting was conducted earlier in the day on the same date (August 27, 2009) and at the 
same location as the public scoping meeting.  Following scoping, lead agencies will collaborate with cooperating 
and participating agencies on methodologies for documenting environmental conditions and assessing impacts.  
All agencies will be notified of the availability of draft and final EIS documents and given appropriate comment 
opportunities (see Table 5). Lead agencies will also coordinate with agencies on completion of necessary 
permits following the Record of Decision (ROD). 
 
Peer Technical Review Committee 
In November 2009, FHWA formed a Peer Technical Review Committee to assist the Lead Agencies.  The 
Committee is comprised of those Cooperating and Participating agencies whose expertise will be sought at key 
coordination points during the EIS process.  Key coordination points include the following: 
 

 Development of need and purpose 
 Identification of the range of alternatives 
 Collaboration on methodologies 
 Completion of the DEIS 
 Identification of the preferred alternative and the level of design detail 
 Completion of the FEIS 
 Completion of the ROD 
 Completion of permits, licenses, or approvals after the ROD 

 
The Peer Technical Review Committee will meet approximately every three months during the EIS process to 
provide input in the data and methodologies for the EIS.  FHWA will chair the committee to provide continuity 
and resolve differences.  The initial list of Peer Technical Review Committee members includes the following 
agencies: 
 

 FHWA (Committee Chair) 
 TxDOT – Environmental Affairs Division 
 TxDOT – San Antonio District 
 Alamo RMA 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
 Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
 San Antonio – Bexar County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 Edwards Aquifer Authority 
 San Antonio Water System 
 VIA Metropolitan Transit 
 Bexar County 
 City of San Antonio 

 
Coordination Plan 
The public and Cooperating/Participating agencies were given 30 days to review and comment on the draft 
Coordination Plan.  The deadline for comments was the end of September, 2009, which was after the initial 
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scoping meeting and before the second scoping meeting. Following the comment period the coordination plan 
was revised and submitted to FHWA for approval. 
 
Public Involvement 
Specific study elements will be directly influenced by public involvement.  (See the Community Involvement Plan 
in Appendix 2.)  The public will be offered an opportunity for input at critical periods of the EIS process: 
 

 Two public scoping meetings will identify key project concerns and possible solutions that the lead 
agencies can use in developing the statement of the project need and purpose; determining the 
preliminary range of project alternatives, evaluation criteria, methodology for screening project 
alternatives, and level of detail for the analysis of project alternatives; and gathering data for impacts 
analysis.  A 10-day comment period following each meeting will be provided for the public to submit 
comments to be included in the scoping report. 
 

 A third public meeting will be conducted to review and comment on the reasonable project alternatives 
for evaluation in the Draft EIS. A 10-day comment period following the meeting will be provided.  

 
 There will be a 45-day comment period following publication of the Draft EIS Notice of Availability 

(NOA) in the Federal Register, the Texas Register, and the local newspapers. 
 

 Following the NOA 45-day comment period, a public hearing will be held to provide the public with the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIS.  The public hearing will have a 30-day publication 
notice before the hearing and a 10-day comment period following the hearing.  

 
 A fourth public meeting will be held following the public hearing to present the preferred alternative.  A 

10-day comment period following the meeting will be provided.  
 

 There will be a 30-day waiting period following publication of the Final EIS NOA.  
 

 A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) has been established consisting of 30-35 individuals 
representing community-based organizations interested in the project.  The Alamo RMA Board of 
Directors designated the organizations to be represented, and each organization designated their 
representative on the Committee.  The CAC will be convened to provide input and advise regarding the 
project need and purpose, development of project alternatives, review of the draft EIS, and identification 
of a preferred alternative.  (See Table 5).  The CAC’s governing Charter is included in Appendix 3. 

 
Methods of communication with the public throughout the project include: 
 

 Prior to each public meeting and the public hearing, a project newsletter will be published in English and 
in Spanish, distributed both in hard copy and electronically,  summarizing outcomes to date and 
announcing upcoming events. 

  
 For public meetings and the public hearing, a legal notice and advertisement will be placed in the San 

Antonio Express-News and La Prensa, a Spanish-language newspaper with local distribution. 
 

 A project website will be maintained throughout the project to provide updates and to solicit public 
comment on an on-going basis. The project URL is:  http://www.411on281.com.  The public will also be 
encouraged to use Internet sites such as Facebook and Twitter for the exchange of ideas and opinions 
about the US 281 EIS project.  Although the social networking sites will not be used for responding to 
comments or issues regarding the US 281 EIS, they will be monitored for useful information that can 
improve the US 281 EIS public involvement program.   

 
 A primary contact person has been designated for media and other organizations interested in the 

public involvement process:  Leroy Alloway, Director, Community Development, Alamo Regional 
Mobility Authority, 1222 N. Main Avenue, Ste 1000, San Antonio, Texas 78212, (210) 495-5256. 
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Table 5. Summary of Project Activities, Participation and Scheduling  

Activities Participants Actions 
Expected 

Completion Dates
(Bold Indicates Actual 

Completion Dates) 

Project Initiation Lead agencies  TxDOT notifies FHWA to initiate EIS February 6, 2009 

Notice of Intent (NOI) 
 

Lead agencies 
 

Lead agencies collaborate on drafting 
NOI.  FHWA submits NOI to Federal 
Register for publication.  TxDOT submits NOI 
to Texas Register for publication 

Federal Register 
publication date:  
July 8, 2009;     
Texas Register 
publication date:  
July 24, 2009     

Lead agencies FHWA, TxDOT and the Alamo RMA will draft 
Coordination Plan August 2009 

Cooperating and 
participating 
agencies 

Comment on the draft Coordination Plan August and 
September, 2009 Coordination Plan  

August and 
September, 2009 Public Comment on the draft Coordination Plan 

 
 

Lead agencies 
Lead agencies will revise Coordination Plan to 
reflect public and agency input and prepare 
final Coordination Plan 

October and 
November, 2009 

Lead agencies 
 

Invite cooperating and participating agency 
participation. Scoping meetings are scheduled 
for agencies.  All entities requesting 
designation as participating agencies must 
notify the Alamo RMA by September 2009.  
Agency list updated as necessary 

August 2009 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

Initial meeting of the CAC will focus on 
description of roles and responsibilities, 
involvement of resource agencies, description 
of the project and schedule, discussion of 
need and purpose, and identification of 
preliminary range of project alternatives 

August 18, 2009 

Cooperating and 
participating 
agencies 

Agency scoping meetings followed by 10-day 
scoping comment period 

August 27, 2009 
and November 2009 

Scoping 

Public Public scoping meetings, followed by 10-day 
scoping comment period 

August 27, 2009 
and November 2009 

Collaboration on 
methodologies, 
assessments 
and impacts 

All agencies 
 

 
 
Following scoping, lead agencies will 
collaborate with agencies on 
information and analyses necessary for 
drafting the “need & purpose,” project 
alternatives, existing environmental 
conditions, and impacts 
 
 

September 2009  
through project 
completion 
 

July and August 
2009  Lead agencies Develop draft project “need & purpose”  

August – November 
2009 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

Participate in defining the project’s “need & 
purpose”  

Public Provide input on need and purpose, range of 
alternatives 

August – November 
2009 

Cooperating and 
participating 
agencies 

Lead agencies will solicit comments 
from other agencies on the draft “need & 
purpose”  

August – November 
2009 

Development of Project 
“Need & Purpose”  

Lead agencies Revise “need & purpose”  November 2009 
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Activities Participants Actions 
Expected 

Completion Dates
(Bold Indicates Actual 

Completion Dates) 

Lead agencies 
Develop preliminary range of project 
alternatives, evaluation criteria, methodology 
for  screening project alternatives, and level of 
detail for the analysis of project alternatives 

August – November 
2009 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

Participate in defining preliminary range of 
project alternatives 

August –     
November 2009 

Cooperating and 
participating 
agencies 

Lead agencies will solicit comments 
from other agencies on preliminary range of 
project alternatives 

August –  
November 2009 

August –  
November 2009 Public Provide input on range of alternatives 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

Review project alternatives development 
process 

November 2009 and 
March 2010 

Lead agencies Lead agencies will make revisions to 
project alternatives based on public input 

November 2009 – 
March 2010 

Development of Project 
Alternatives 

Public 
Review and comment on reasonable project 
alternatives for evaluation in the Draft EIS 
(Public Meeting #3) 

March 2010 

Lead Agencies 

Right-of-Entry forms requesting access will be 
mailed to property owners along the 
reasonable project alternatives in order to 
conduct environmental studies that are 
necessary for analysis of potential project 
effects 

April 2010 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

CAC meetings will be held periodically during 
the preparation of the Draft EIS to provide 
input on issues related to potential project 
impacts and mitigation measures, public 
hearing plans and materials 

March 2010 –  
February 2011 

Peer Technical 
Review Committee 

Provide input in the data and methodologies 
for the Draft EIS 

March 2010 –  
February 2011 

Draft EIS 

Lead agencies 
Draft EIS NOA. FHWA submits NOA to 
Federal Register for publication.  TxDOT 
submits NOA to Texas Register for publication   

March/April 2011 

Cooperating and 
Participating 
Agencies 

Review and comment on draft EIS March/April 2011 

 
 

Public 

Review and comment on draft EIS during the 
45 days following publication of the NOA.  
Public hearing on Draft EIS, followed by 10-
day comment period  

March/April 2011 

Lead agencies 

Review public and agency comments and 
responses and review schedule for 
Final EIS to revise DEIS as necessary to 
address public input 

May 2011 

Peer Technical 
Review Committee 

Provide input into the identification and 
development of the preferred alternative and  
Final EIS 

May – December 
2011 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

Review and comment on preferred alternative 
and schedule/content for Final EIS 

May – December 
2011 

Final EIS 

Lead agencies Develop schematic design for the preferred 
alternative and prepare the Final EIS 

May – December 
2011 
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Activities Participants Actions 
Expected 

Completion Dates
(Bold Indicates Actual 

Completion Dates) 

Public 
 

A public meeting on identification of the 
preferred alternative, followed by a 10- 
day comment period.  Information on  
release of Final EIS will be available to the 
public through the project website 

August 2011 

Lead agencies 

Final EIS Notice of Availability (NOA) FHWA 
submits NOA to Federal 
Register for publication.  TxDOT submits NOA 
to Texas Register for publication   

December 2011 

All Agencies and the 
Public 30-day waiting period prior to ROD January 2012 

Peer Technical 
Review Committee 

Provide input into the development of the 
ROD January 2012 

Record of 
Decision (ROD) Lead agencies 

Submit ROD; FHWA will publish the ROD in 
the Federal Register; TxDOT will publish the 
ROD in the Texas Register  

February 2012 

Community Advisory 
Committee 

A final CAC meeting will be conducted 
following the ROD to present and discuss the 
next steps of the project development process 

February 2012 

Alamo RMA  Obtain necessary permits, licenses, or 
approvals after the ROD Spring 2012   Next Steps 

Peer Technical 
Review Committee 

Review completion of necessary permits, 
licenses, or approvals Summer/Fall 2012   

 
 
Revisions to the Coordination Plan 
If any dates specified in this Coordination Plan are moved forward in the schedule (to an earlier date), 
concurrence will be sought from the affected Cooperating Agencies.  Following concurrence, a revised 
Coordination Plan will be issued. The modified Coordination Plan will be identified by a modification number and 
date.  Modifications are described on p. i, (before the table of contents).  Changes in Cooperating Agencies / 
Participating Agencies will be made as necessary.  The public will be made aware of modifications to the 
Coordination Plan by posting the modified plan to the project website, http://www.411on281.com.   
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 Texas Division 300 E. 8

th
 Street, Room 826 

  Austin, TX 78701-3255 
 August 14, 2009 Tel (512) 536-5901 

  Fax (512) 536-5990 

  texas.fhwa@dot.gov 

   

  In Reply Refer To: 

  HA-TX 

 

SAMPLE LETTER OF INVITATION – COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 

US 281 EIS 

 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) and the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) is initiating 

an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed transportation project on US 281.  The 

project limits are from Loop 1604 north of San Antonio, Texas, to Borgfeld Road near the 

Bexar/Comal County line (CSJ 0253-04-138).  The objectives of US 281 corridor improvements, 

as currently defined, are to improve mobility, enhance safety, and improve community quality of 

life.  Additional information regarding the proposed project can be found in the enclosed Notice 

of Intent (NOI). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the proposed project 

due to the potential for a [NATURE OF INTEREST]. With this letter, we extend your agency an 

invitation to become a Participating Agency with the FHWA in the development of the EIS for 

the subject project. This designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal 

or has any special expertise with respect to evaluation of the proposed project. 

FHWA also requests the participation of the [AGENCY] as a Cooperating Agency in the 

preparation of the DEIS and FEIS, in accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 of the Council on 

Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of the 

National Environmental Policy Act. 

Pursuant to Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 

A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Cooperating Agencies are similar to Participating 

Agencies, but have a higher degree of authority, responsibility, and involvement in the 

environmental review process. As a Cooperating Agency, your special expertise permits you, as 

requested by the Lead Agency, to develop information and prepare environmental analyses for 

the EIS.  As a Participating Agency responsibilities include identifying, as early as practicable, 



any issues of concern regarding the project's potential environmental or socioeconomic impacts 

that could substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that 

is needed for the project. We suggest that your agency's role in the development of the above 

project should include the following as they relate to your area of expertise: 

1: Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, determining the 

range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level of detail 

required in the alternatives analysis.  

2: Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 

3: Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental documents to 

reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, 

alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

Again, FHWA is inviting the [AGENCY] to serve in both a Cooperating Agency capacity as 

well as a Participating Agency capacity.   Please respond to FHWA in writing with an 

acceptance or denial of the invitations prior to September 15, 2009.  If your agency declines, the 

response should state your reason for declining either invitation. If you choose to decline, you 

must specifically state in your response that your agency:  

• Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the proposed project;  

• Has no expertise or information relevant to the proposed project; and  

• Does not intend to submit comments on the proposed project.  

We are also transmitting a copy of the draft SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 Coordination Plan for 

your review and comment.  The draft Coordination Plan provides additional insight regarding the 

overall Section 6002 process as well as specific roles and responsibilities for Cooperating and 

Participating Agencies. 

 

Finally, we are inviting your participation at the upcoming Scoping Meeting.   An Agency 

Scoping Meeting will be held on Thursday, August 27, 2009, from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm at St. 

Mark the Evangelist Catholic Church Gymnasium, 1602 Thousand Oaks Drive, San Antonio, 

Texas 78232.  Later that same day and at the same location, the public is invited to attend a 

Public Scoping Meeting/Open House anytime between 5:30 pm and 8:00 pm.   

 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the proposed project or our 

agencies' respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, please contact:   

 

 

 

Mr. Ted West, P.E., Urban Programs Engineer  

   Federal Highway Administration 

   300 E. 8th Street, Ste. 826 

   Austin, Texas  78701-3233 

   (512) 536-5959 

 

 



Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this proposed project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Salvador Deocampo 

District Engineer 

 

Enclosures:  Project NOI, Draft Coordination Plan, Study Area Map 

 

cc:   Ms. Lisa Adelman, Alamo RMA 

 Ms. Dianna F. Noble, P.E., TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division Director 

 



SAMPLE LETTER OF INVITATION TO PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 

 

US 281 EIS 

 

 

 

The Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) in cooperation with the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation 

(TxDOT), is initiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed 

transportation project on US 281.  The project limits are from Loop 1604 north of San 

Antonio, Texas, to Borgfeld Road near the Bexar/Comal County line (CSJ 0253-04-138).  

The objectives of US 281 corridor improvements, as currently defined, are to improve 

mobility, enhance safety, and improve community quality of life.  Additional information 

regarding the proposed project can be found in the enclosed Notice of Intent (NOI). 

Your agency has been identified as an agency that may have an interest in the proposed 

project.  With this letter, we extend your agency an invitation to become a Participating 

Agency with the Alamo RMA in the development of the EIS for the subject project. This 

designation does not imply that your agency either supports the proposal or has any 

special expertise with respect to evaluation of the proposed project. 

Pursuant to Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Participating Agencies are responsible to 

identify, as early as practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's potential 

environmental or socioeconomic impacts that could substantially delay or prevent an 

agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the project. We 

suggest that your agency's role in the development of the above project should include 

the following as they relate to your area of expertise: 

1: Provide meaningful and early input on defining the purpose and need, 

determining the range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies 

and level of detail required in the alternatives analysis.  

2: Participate in coordination meetings and joint field reviews as appropriate. 

3: Timely review and comment on the pre-draft or pre-final environmental 

documents to reflect the views and concerns of your agency on the adequacy 

of the document, alternatives considered, and the anticipated impacts and 

mitigation. 

Please respond to the Alamo RMA in writing by September 15, 2009 if your agency 

wishes to become a Participating Agency. 

 

We are also transmitting a copy of the draft SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 Coordination 

Plan for your review and comment.  The draft Coordination Plan provides additional 



insight regarding the overall Section 6002 process as well as specific roles and 

responsibilities for Cooperating and Participating Agencies. 

 

Finally, we are inviting your participation at the upcoming Scoping Meeting.   An Agency 

Scoping Meeting will be held on Thursday, August 27, 2009, from 1:00 pm to 3:00 pm at 

St. Mark the Evangelist Catholic Church Gymnasium, 1602 Thousand Oaks Drive, San 

Antonio, Texas 78232.  Later that same day and at the same location, the public is invited 

to attend a Public Scoping Meeting/Open House anytime between 5:30 pm and 8:00 pm.   

 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the proposed project or 

our agencies' respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this EIS, 

please contact:  

Ms. Lisa Adelman 

Legal Counsel to the Alamo RMA 

1222 N. Main Ave, 10th Floor 

San Antonio, Texas 78212 

(210) 495-5499 

 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this proposed project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Terry Brechtel 

Executive Director 

 

Enclosures:  Project NOI, Draft Coordination Plan, Study Area Map 

 

cc:  Ms. Dianna F. Noble, P.E., TxDOT – Environmental Affairs Division  

       Mr. Salvador Deocampo, District Engineer, Texas Division, FHWA  
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Introduction and Purpose

As the US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) study moves forward, the Alamo 
Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo RMA) wants to ensure all stakeholders are informed 
and involved each step of the way.  Many local residents using US 281 from Loop 1604 to 
Borgfeld Road have been very tolerant as they continue to see development and, 
consequently, increased congestion along this stretch of the corridor.  Before any long-term 
solutions can commence, the completion of an EIS study is required.  This EIS study is being 
conducted to assist decision makers by detailing proposed improvement alternatives and 
evaluating the degree to which the proposals affect public health, safety and the 
environment.  

Public outreach and input are vital parts of this study, and this Community Involvement 
Plan (CIP) outlines the EIS team’s understanding, concepts and strategies for not only 
accomplishing, but exceeding, the requirements for public involvement and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  (NEPA dictates policies and procedures for the EIS.) 
The EIS public involvement team is committed to engaging stakeholders* and involving them 
in this study The EIS team is comprised of Jacobs Engineering Group LLC and their small 
business teaming partners of Ximenes & Associates and SMITH/Associates.  This EIS team 
supports the Alamo RMA in all EIS public involvement activities and initiatives.  The team’s 
intent is to ensure that every concern, idea, suggestion and voice be heard as the EIS study 
moves forward. 

Whatever the ultimate outcome of the US 281 EIS, the surrounding community it serves will 
be the greatest barometer of its success.  To that end, the Alamo RMA is committed to 
working together with the community to help accomplish a mutual vision of how best to 
improve mobility along the US 281 corridor. 

*A list of initially identified stakeholders can be found on page six of this CIP.  This list will  
be continually updated throughout the study.

Addressing Challenges  

The EIS team has recognized and wants to address public perceptions about the history of 
the US 281 corridor.  Because of this, the team has identified public involvement 
challenges and developed initiatives to address these challenges within this CIP. 

The first public involvement challenge is a lack of public trust in the process.  The EIS 
team will counter this lack of trust with transparency and open and honest 
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communication.  Initiatives in this CIP will demonstrate through action that the team is 
committed to engaging the community and involving them in every step of this EIS study. 
One example of this in action is the creation of the Community Advisory Committee, 
which will provide meaningful, regular oversight of community involvement activities.
The second identified challenge is keeping the community actively involved.  The EIS team 
will use proactive outreach initiatives to not only involve those who are interested, but also 
interest those who are not involved.  This will be accomplished by visiting local agency and 
community group meetings to explain the EIS study and stress the importance of their 
participation in the process.  In short, the team must seek out community members instead 
of forcing them to seek out public involvement opportunities on their own. 

Finally, people have a negative perception of past activities related to US 281.  When 
people think about US 281, they think about the delays, the disruption, and the continued 
need for a long-term solution to congestion in the corridor. They rarely start by thinking 
of the increased mobility, enhanced safety, and other benefits of potential transportation 
improvements identified in this EIS study.  This final challenge will be countered by 
aggressively seeking the public’s comments and suggestions for how to improve not only 
mobility, but their quality of life as they live and travel within the corridor area.  This 
public involvement effort will be successful because communication will continually be 
directed toward the community’s vision for an enhanced US 281 corridor. 

Public Engagement Activities 

Face-to-Face Interactions
Public Meetings and Public Hearing

During the course of the study, the EIS team will conduct public meetings to engage the 
community, share information and ask the community for their comments.  There are four 
public meetings and one public hearing planned to correspond with milestones in the EIS 
study. These meetings will be opportunities for the public to learn about and comment on 
each part of the EIS study.  

The following meetings are tentatively scheduled during the course of the study:
• August 2009

Public Scoping Meeting #1 – Need and Purpose 
• November 2009

Public Scoping Meeting #2 – Preliminary Alternatives
• February 2010

Public Meeting #3 – Reasonable Alternatives
• April 2011

Public Hearing – Draft EIS
• August 2011

3
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Public Meeting #4 – Preferred Alternative

These public meetings will be both informative and interactive.  With each public meeting, 
the meeting location will be moved along the US 281 corridor to help accommodate 
stakeholder commute routes and schedules.  Open house formats will be utilized when 
appropriate to allow attendees to come and go as they please and create opportunities for 
two-way dialogue with the EIS team.  

The public will be notified in advance of the meetings through newspaper advertisements, 
legal notices, email blasts, social media sites like Facebook and Twitter, and other media 
outlets.  The EIS team will also mail public notices in the form of project newsletters to all 
adjacent property owners, as well as other identified interested members of the public. 
Additional media relations for each public meeting/hearing will include press releases, 
requests for coverage, public service announcements, and media kits.  

The EIS team will compile comments received at each public meeting/hearing and ensure 
these comments are included in the official US 281 EIS record.  The EIS team will consider 
and respond to all written comments.  Following each public meeting/hearing, all 
documents, presentations, comments and responses, and other materials will be available on 
the EIS pages at www.411on281.com.

Community Advisory Committee 
A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) will provide the EIS team with insights into 
concerns and comments being voiced in the community.  The US 281 Community 
Advisory Committee will be comprised of key stakeholder groups that live or work 
along the US 281 corridor, and will include representatives of civic, community and 
environmental groups, educational institutions, and businesses located along the 
corridor.  
The US 281 Community Advisory Committee will:

• Be a voice of the community related to the EIS study
• Provide input and feedback for the development of mobility solutions that 

are sensitive to transportation, environmental and social needs
• Create an additional information exchange forum for stakeholders along the 

US 281 corridor and the Alamo RMA
 (See Attachment #1 for the Community Advisory Committee charter.)

Elected and Appointed Official Outreach 
It is important that elected and appointed officials remain informed and engaged throughout 
the EIS study.  To ensure this, the Alamo RMA will periodically conduct presentations for 
these officials and the EIS team will provide support for this effort.  It is anticipated that 
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briefings will occur prior to each public meeting, prior to the public hearing, and as needed 
throughout the project.

Presentations to local agencies and community groups
In addition to the four public meetings and one public hearing scheduled during the EIS 
study, the EIS team will utilize smaller, local venues for community engagement 
activities.  Each interaction will be targeted as specifically as possible – meeting with 
neighborhood groups, civic associations, religious congregations, and various other 
community organizations. These smaller venues provide additional opportunities for 
meaningful exchange of information and opinion. 

Outreach
EIS outreach materials will be vital for sharing information with the public during the EIS 
study.  Outreach materials may include fact sheets, briefings, brochures/posters, newsletters, 
meeting summaries, and other materials that help convey information about the EIS study 
and its need and purpose.  These materials will be developed and distributed at public 
meetings/hearing, through regular USPS mail, e-mail blasts, 4-1-1 on 281website, and 
available at various corridor locations.  

Project Mailing List
Anyone attending the public meetings/hearing, presentations to community groups, and all 
other interested individuals will be added to the US 281 EIS contact database.  The EIS team 
will utilize this contact database to mail and e-mail EIS project information including 
newsletters and upcoming events. 

Project Newsletters
Over the course of the study, the EIS team will prepare and distribute five newsletters, in 
both English and Spanish, to notify project stakeholders and the general public of study 
updates and events.  The project newsletters will be distributed prior to, and also serve as 
notification for, each public meeting/hearing.  The newsletter will be mailed out to all 
persons/businesses listed on the project mailing list, posted to the website, and distributed to 
all public agencies participating in the project.

Project Website
EIS-specific pages have been added to the existing US 281 web site at www.411on281.com. 
Over the course of the study, the EIS team will provide content updates and document 
uploads on these pages to provide an interactive and informative EIS web site for the 
community.  This site will also provide dates, times and locations of public meetings/hearing 
and other engagements.  These EIS pages will also contain EIS records and resources, 
questionnaires, frequently asked questions (FAQs) and provide an opportunity for the public 
to submit comments to be included in the US 281 EIS official record.  
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Social Media
Social media is a shift in how people discover, read, and share news and information.  The 

EIS team will use social media sites to share factual EIS information and advertise 
public meetings/hearing and other EIS events.  The following disclaimer is located on 
the www.411on281.com web site regarding the use of social media:

Disclaimer on usage of social media websites and tools
Comments made on these sites (Twitter, Facebook, Socializer, blogs), herein called “social 
media sites” will be not be included or evaluated as part of the ongoing Environmental 
Impact Statement decision-making process. Opinions expressed on these social media sites 
and any corresponding comments are the personal opinions of the original authors and do 
not represent the official opinion of the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority, board members, 
staff or consultants working on this project. All official documents addressing the 
Environmental Impact Statement may be accessed through the principle website established 
for the study itself. 

These social media sites are available for and intended to encourage public dialogue about the 
project and are, as such, provided for outreach and informational purposes only. 

To provide official comments for inclusion into the project record for the Environmental 
Impact Statement click here.  (This will link to the “EIS Comments” page on the 4-1-1 on 
281 web site: www.  411on281.com/us281eis/index.cfm/eis-comments/  )

Public Opinion Questionnaires
The EIS team will collaborate with the Alamo RMA on one or more opinion questionnaires 
to gather data regarding project perceptions, travel behavior, need for improvements, and 
other information related to public and stakeholder opinions, interest and involvement.  The 
EIS team will design the questions, manage the questionnaire process, analyze the results, 
and prepare written and visual summaries.  The questionnaire and results will be housed on 
the EIS pages of the 4-1-1 on 281 web site.

Media Communications
Media inquiries regarding an interpretation of the Alamo RMA policies, Alamo RMA Board, 
lawsuits, personnel matters or seeking a quote or comments over the phone, by e-mail or 
through on-camera interviews, are the responsibilities designated to the Alamo RMA.  The 
EIS team will therefore direct all media inquires to the Alamo RMA.  The EIS team will only 
engage the media to advertise public meetings/hearing and other EIS-specific events.
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Open Records
All Open Records Requests will be handled directly by the Alamo RMA.  Requests submitted 
by the media to the Alamo RMA should be processed in accordance with the Texas State 
Attorney General’s Public Information Act 
(http://www.oag.state.tx.us/open/requestors.shtml).  

Initially Identified Stakeholders 

* Invited member of Community Advisory Board

Public Agencies
• Alamo Area Council of Governments*
• Alamo Regional Mobility Authority Joint Lead Agency
• Bexar County
• Bexar Metropolitan Water District*
• City of Bulverde
• City of San Antonio
• City Public Service Energy*
• Comal County
• Comal Independent School District (ISD)   
• Federal Highway Administration  Lead Agency
• Federally-recognized Native American Tribes
• Northeast ISD*
• San Antonio – Bexar County Metropolitan Planning Organization
• San Antonio River Authority
• San Antonio Water System*
• State Historic Preservation Officer
• Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ)
• Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Joint Lead Agency

• Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TP&WD)
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
• U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
• U.S. Department of the Interior
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• VIA Metropolitan Transit*

Non-Governmental Organizations
• Alamo City Chamber of Commerce
• Alamo Sierra Club*
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• Aquifer Guardians in Urban Areas (AGUA)*
• Big Springs Home Owners Association (HOA)*
• Bulverde Chamber of Commerce
• Bulverde United Methodist Church Daycare Center  
• Cavalo Creek Estates HOA*
• Champion Springs/Sundance at Stone Oak HOA
• Champions Ridge/Stone Oak/Walker Ranch HOA 
• Cibolo Canyons Resort Community, Inc*
• District 9 Neighborhood Alliance*
• Emerald Forest HOA*
• Encino Park HOA*
• Encino Ranch HOA*
• Forest at Stone Oak HOA
• Greater Edwards Aquifer Alliance*
• HEB Grocery Company*
• Hospital within the US 281 EIS study area*
• Lookout Canyon HOA and Property Owners Association*
• Mesa Vista HOA*
• Methodist Stone Oak Hospital* 
• Mountain Lodge HOA*
• North San Antonio Chamber of Commerce*
• Real Estate Council of San Antonio*
• San Antonio Christian Schools
• San Antonio Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
• San Antonio Toll Party*
• San Antonio Women’s Chamber of Commerce
• Save Our Springs Alliance
• Sonterra Villas/Townhomes/Condos HOA   
• Stone Mountain/Stone Oak HOA
• Stone Oak Business Owners Association*
• Stone Oak Communities of Mutual Amenities/Stone Oak
• Stone Oak Property Owners Association*
• Summerglen HOA*
• Texans Uniting for Reform and Freedom (TURF)*
• Timberwood Park HOA*

Elected and Appointed Officials
• Bexar County Commissioners Court

o Judge Nelson Wolff 
o Precinct 1, Commissioner Sergio “Chico” Rodriguez
o Precinct 2, Commissioner Paul Elizondo
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o Precinct 3, Commissioner Kevin Wolff 
o Precinct 4, Commissioner Tommy Adkission

• City of Bulverde
o Mayor Ray Jeffrey
o Councilwoman Pamela Cole
o Councilman Rob Hurst
o Councilwoman Dannette Mitchell
o Councilman Kirk Harrison
o Councilman Shane Reynolds

• City of Hill Country Village
o Mayor Kirk Francis
o Place 1, (Mayor Pro-Tempore), Councilman Carl Register
o Place 2, Councilman Gabriel Durand-Hollis
o Place 3, Councilwoman Elizabeth Worley
o Place 4, Councilman George “Rick” Evans
o Place 5, Councilwoman Margaret Mayberry

• City of San Antonio
o Mayor Julian Castro
o District 1, Councilwoman Mary Cisneros
o District 2, Councilwoman Ivy Taylor
o District 3, Councilwoman Jennifer Ramos
o District 4, Councilman Phillip Cortez
o District 5, Councilman David Medina
o District 6, Councilman Ray Lopez
o District 7, Councilman Justin Rodriguez
o District 8, Councilman W. Reed Williams
o District 9, Councilwoman Elisa Chan 
o District 10, Councilman John Clamp

• Comal County Commissioners Court 
o Judge Danny Scheel
o Precinct 1, Commissioner Donna Eccleston
o Precinct 2, Commissioner Jay Milliken
o Precinct 3, Commissioner Gregory Parker
o Precinct 4, Commissioner Jan Kennady

• Texas House District 120, Representative Ruth Jones McClendon, Texas House 
Transportation Committee

• Texas House District 121, Representative Joe Straus, Speaker of the Texas House 
• Texas House District 122, Representative Frank Corte, Jr., Chairman of the Defense 

Affairs and State-Federal Relations Committee
• Texas State Senate District 25, Senator Jeff Wentworth, Senate Transportation and 

Homeland Secretary Member 
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• Town of Hollywood Park
o Mayor Richard McIlveen
o Place 1, Councilman Gary Miller
o Place 2, Councilwoman Ellen Alkire
o Place 3, Councilman Tim McCallum
o Place 4, Councilman Steve Treu
o Place 5, Councilman Bob Sartor

• US Congressman Lamar Smith, Texas, District 21
• US Senator John Cornyn, Texas 
• US Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson, Texas 

Individuals
• Business owners along the corridor
• Comal County resident representative*
• Corridor transportation users
• Property owners along the corridor
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US 281 Environmental Impact Statement 
Community Advisory Committee 

CHARTER

I. Introduction

Established in 2004, the mission of the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (Alamo 
RMA) is to provide its customers with a rapid and reliable alternative for the safe 
and efficient movement of people, goods, and services in Bexar County. The 
goals of the Alamo RMA include: 
 Provide a quality customer experience through education, communication 

and excellent service delivery. 
 Utilize technology, innovation and entrepreneurial concepts to streamline 

processes, focus on results and complement efforts of other entities. 
 Ensure the timely and efficient delivery of projects through sound 

management practices.
 Pursue an environmentally friendly transportation system.
 Collaborate, coordinate and communicate with other federal, state, 

regional and local entities in planning for regional transportation systems.
 Ensure financial accountability and stability.
 Develop and maintain an organization that efficiently and effectively 

accomplishes the Authority’s mission.

The limits of the US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) extend from 
Loop 1604 to Borgfeld Road. The corridor is approximately 7.5 miles in length, 
and serves as a major connection for north and south traffic in north central 
Bexar County.  

The US 281 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), an Alamo RMA lead study in 
partnership with the Texas Department of Transportation Environmental Division 
and the Federal Highway Administration, intends to examine, give consideration 
to, and determine and recommend strategies for efficiently and effectively 
addressing mobility issues in the corridor.  To ensure that community concerns 
are heard and considered, a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) has been 
formed. The CAC will advise the study team on the following aspects of the study 
process:

 Public involvement and communication activities with stakeholders and the 
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general public related to the development of the EIS.
 Development of the project’s need and purpose.
 Identification of project alternatives.
 Identification of the Preferred Alternative.
 Consideration of potential social, economic and environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures.

The CAC is comprised of representatives of key stakeholder groups that live or 
work along the US 281 corridor. While not part of the required National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the US 281 EIS, this advisory 
group has been established by the Alamo RMA to further ensure that potentially 
affected publics have ample opportunity for input and feedback. The Alamo RMA 
will consider all input and feedback contributed by the CAC and is committed to 
assisting the committee to successfully achieve its charge. However, the CAC
will function only as an advisory group to the Alamo RMA and the EIS team and 
has no vested authority to approve or disapprove any aspect of the EIS at any 
time.

II. Charge

The CAC is intended to provide diverse representation of the communities and 
related interests potentially affected by US 281 transportation improvements. The 
CAC will facilitate the exchange of information, concerns and ideas among 
interest groups and the study team, providing feedback on the study process 
from a community perspective and reviewing study materials for clarity and 
effectiveness.  

The charge of the Community Advisory Committee is to:
 Be a voice of the community related to the study process.
 Work together with design, transportation, and environmental 

professionals to provide input and feedback for the development of 
sustainable long-term mobility solutions that are sensitive to 
transportation, environmental and social needs.

 Create a genuine opportunity for exchange that encourages consensus 
among stakeholders along the US 281 corridor and the Alamo RMA.

III. Community Advisory Committee Organization

a. Establishing the Community Advisory Committee
Composition of the CAC includes a balanced cross-section of interests and areas 
within the US 281 corridor.  These encompass:
 Business
 Civic 
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 Community 
 Residents and neighborhood 
 Environmental 
 Corridor users

b. Membership Criteria
CAC members have been identified and selected using the following criteria:
 Each represents a distinct stakeholder group potentially affected by 

corridor transportation improvements.
 Each maintains flexibility and perspective and is willing to share, learn and 

seek common ground.
 Each is willing to and capable of making at least a 36-month commitment 

to attend CAC meetings and be actively involved and engaged in the 
study process.

IV. Roles and Responsibilities

a. Community Advisory Committee Members
As a condition of their membership, CAC members will have certain 
responsibilities, which include, but are not limited to the following:
 Serve as active links between the Alamo RMA and their respective

communities and interests during the EIS process, advising and informing 
Alamo RMA staff of concerns raised by stakeholder groups.

 Serve as a sounding board for the alternatives analysis, assessment of 
potential impacts, and consideration of mitigation measures.

 Identify issues relating to the study.
 Attend CAC meetings and other scheduled meetings, fully participating in 

discussions, having reviewed the briefing materials provided prior to the 
meetings.

 Maintain regular and ongoing contact with their respective stakeholder 
organization.

 In the event a CAC member is unable to attend a meeting, he or she shall 
inform the facilitator or Alamo RMA Public Information Manager in 
advance. (After two consecutive absences without advance notice, the 
member's status will be reviewed by the nominating organization.)

 If a member is no longer able to serve, he or she can withdraw from the 
CAC by submitting a letter of resignation to the Alamo RMA.

 CAC members are encouraged to contact their facilitator between 
meetings with questions, ideas, concerns and information needs.

b. Facilitator
The facilitator is responsible for managing the group’s agenda, keeping the CAC 
on task, ensuring that all members are heard, and encouraging members to 
identify and discuss issues. In addition, the facilitator will perform as noted 
below:
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 The facilitator will work with the EIS team to coordinate presentations of 
technical data to the CAC members.

 The facilitator will be assisted by members of the EIS team as necessary 
for technical support.

 The facilitator will be responsible for the meeting process, but will not offer 
opinions on the substance of the study.

 The facilitator will prepare the agenda, coordinate the distribution of 
handouts and technical materials and distribute them prior to each CAC 
meeting.

 Between meetings, the facilitator will be available to answer, or direct to 
the appropriate person, any CAC member's questions. Such questions 
and answers will be distributed to all CAC members as deemed 
appropriate by the facilitator.

c. Alamo RMA 
The Alamo RMA staff will oversee the logistics and coordination of the CAC. The 
Alamo RMA Community Relations staff will be directly responsible for the 
administrative aspects associated with each of the CAC meetings and all follow-
up activities.

V. Meetings

a. Meeting Logistics
There will be no more than twelve (12) meetings of the CAC.  The meetings will 
be held at a location that accommodates the materials to be presented and 
number of attendees, at dates and times to be determined.

b. Meeting Format
Meetings will be structured as “working sessions” to minimize formal 
presentations and maximize discussion time and individual participation. 
Members will have an opportunity to express their viewpoint in an orderly 
manner. 

Participants in the CAC meetings will include the CAC members, the facilitator, 
and Alamo RMA support staff. To provide necessary technical information to the 
CAC, technical experts may be invited to present and participate in specific CAC 
meetings.  Members of the EIS team will attend as resource persons.  

c. Ground Rules
The purpose of having a set of ground rules is to make sure each member is able 
to participate in positive and meaningful dialogue. Ground rules include:
 Prepare in advance for and attend all meetings.
 Treat each member with courtesy and respect. Be positive and 

constructive.
 Agree or disagree with ideas, not with people.



281 Environmental Impact Statement
Community Advisory Committee Charter 

www.AlamoRMA.org 5

 Identify issues rather than taking “positions.”
 Listen and consider the opinions of others, continually seeking common 

ground.
 Be brief and clear in your comments avoiding repetition of what has 

already been said and focusing on the meeting objectives.
 Have an enjoyable/rewarding experience.
 Focus on providing thoughtful, well-meaning comments that represent the 

community’s interests and needs.
 Assist the facilitator in discouraging disruptive behavior.

Members who do not adhere to the charter will not be able to continue as a 
member of the CAC. 

d. Discussion Log 
The facilitator will be responsible for developing and maintaining a discussion log 
on issues considered by the CAC. This discussion log will summarize the issues 
addressed by the CAC related to the study.

e. Reporting
As part of the process, written summaries of all CAC meetings will be provided to 
CAC members after each meeting and posted on the website.  These meeting 
summaries may be used by the CAC members to keep their stakeholder groups 
informed of the committee’s activities.

VI. Other

a. Media Relations
Any and all media requests and inquiries regarding the work of the Community 
Advisory Committee will be referred to the Alamo RMA's Community Relations 
staff, at 210.495.5256 or via email at US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org

b. Contact Persons

Linda Ximenes, 
Lead Facilitator, US 281 EIS Community Advisory Committee 
Ximenes & Associates
421 Sixth Street, #1
San Antonio, TX 78215
(210) 354-2925 (office)
210) 354-2964 (fax)
lximenes@swbell.net

Leroy Alloway
Director of Community Relations 
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Alamo Regional Mobility Authority
1222 N. Main Avenue, Ste 1000
San Antonio, Texas 78212
(210) 495-5256
(210) 495-5804 (Direct)
LAlloway@AlamoRMA.org
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This guide is based on research and consultations undertaken by the Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) concerning the need for a Citizen’s Guide 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Participants in the NEPA 
Regional Roundtables held in 2003-2004 clearly voiced the need for an guide 
that provides an explanation of NEPA, how it is implemented, and how 
people outside the Federal government — individual citizens, private sector 
applicants, members of organized groups, or representatives of Tribal, State, 
or local government agencies — can better participate in the assessment 
of environmental impacts conducted by Federal agencies (see http://ceq.
eh.doe.gov/ntf).  This guide is informational and does not establish new 
requirements.  It is not and should not be viewed as constituting formal CEQ 
guidance on the implementation of NEPA, nor are recommendations in this 
guide intended to be viewed as legally binding.
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Purpose of the Guide

This guide has been developed to help citizens and organizations 
who are concerned about the environmental effects of federal 
decisionmaking to effectively participate in Federal agencies’ 
environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA).1  With some limited exceptions, all Federal agencies in 
the executive branch have to comply with NEPA before they make 
final decisions about federal actions that could have environmental 
effects.  Thus, NEPA applies to a very wide range of federal actions 
that include, but are not limited to, federal construction projects, plans 
to manage and develop federally owned lands, and federal approvals 
of non-federal activities such as grants, licenses, and permits.  The 
Federal Government takes hundreds of actions every day that are, in 
some way, covered by NEPA.  

The environmental review process under NEPA provides 
an opportunity for you to be involved in the Federal agency 
decisionmaking process.  It will help you understand what the 
Federal agency is proposing, to offer your thoughts on alternative 
ways for the agency to accomplish what it is proposing, and to offer 
your comments on the agency’s analysis of the environmental effects 
of the proposed action and possible mitigation of potential harmful 
effects of such actions.  NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider 
environmental effects that include, among others, impacts on social, 
cultural, and economic resources, as well as natural resources.  
Citizens often have valuable information about places and resources 
that they value and the potential environmental, social, and economic 
effects that proposed federal actions may have on those places and 
resources.  NEPA’s requirements provide you the means to work with 
the agencies so they can take your information into account.

1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347, available at  
www.nepa.gov.
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History and Purpose of NEPA

Congress enacted NEPA in December, 1969, and President Nixon 
signed it into law on January 1, 1970.  NEPA was the first major 
environmental law in the United States and is often called the “Magna 
Carta” of environmental laws. Importantly, NEPA established this 
country’s national environmental policies.  

To implement these policies, NEPA requires agencies to undertake 
an assessment of the environmental effects of their proposed actions 
prior to making decisions.  Two major purposes of the environmental 
review process are better informed decisions and citizen involvement, 
both of which should lead to implementation of NEPA’s policies.

Who is Responsible for Implementing NEPA? 

Every agency in the executive branch of the Federal Government has a 
responsibility to implement NEPA.  In NEPA, Congress directed that, 
to the fullest extent possible, the policies, regulations, and public laws 
of the United States shall be interpreted and administered in accordance 
with the policies set forth in NEPA.2  To implement NEPA’s policies, 
Congress prescribed a procedure, commonly referred to as “the NEPA 
process” or “the environmental impact assessment process.”  

NEPA’s procedural requirements apply to all Federal agencies in the 
executive branch.  NEPA does not apply to the President, to Congress, 
or to the Federal courts.3

Because NEPA implementation is an important responsibility of the 
Federal Government, many Federal agencies have established offices 
dedicated to NEPA policy and program oversight.  Employees in 
these offices prepare NEPA guidance, policy, and procedures for 
the agency, and often make this information available to the public 
through sources such as Internet websites.  Agencies are required 
to develop their own capacity within a NEPA program in order to 
develop analyses and documents (or review those prepared by others) 
to ensure informed decisionmaking.4  Most agency NEPA procedures 
are available on-line at the NEPAnet website http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/
regs/agency/agencies.cfm).  Agency NEPA procedures are published in

2 Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. §4332.
3 CEQ NEPA Regulations 40 C.F.R.§1508.12. 
4 Council on Environmental Quality , “Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act” 40 C.F.R. section 1507.2, available at www.nepa.gov.  Future references 
to the CEQ NEPA Regualtions will be cited as : CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §1507.2.
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National Environmental Policy Act Sec. 101 

[42 USC § 4331]

(a) The Congress, recognizing the profound impact of man’s activity 
on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment, 
particularly the profound influences of population growth, high-density 
urbanization, industrial expansion, resource exploitation, and new 
and expanding technological advances and recognizing further the 
critical importance of restoring and maintaining environmental quality 
to the overall welfare and development of man, declares that it is the 
continuing policy of the Federal Government, in cooperation with 
State and local governments, and other concerned public and private 
organizations, to use all practicable means and measures, including 
financial and technical assistance, in a manner calculated to foster and 
promote the general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under 
which man and nature can exist in productive harmony, and fulfill 
the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future 
generations of Americans.

(b) In order to carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the 
continuing responsibility of the Federal Government to use all 
practicable means, consistent with other essential considerations of 
national policy, to improve and coordinate Federal plans, functions, 
programs, and resources to the end that the Nation may  —

1. fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the 
environment for succeeding generations;

2. assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

3. attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment 
without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other 
undesirable and unintended consequences;

4. preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects 
of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, 
an environment which supports diversity, and variety of 
individual choice;

5. achieve a balance between population and resource use 
which will permit high standards of living and a wide 
sharing of life’s amenities; and

6. enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach 
the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

(c) The Congress recognizes that each person should enjoy a healthful 
environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute to 
the preservation and enhancement of the environment. 
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the Federal Register for public review and comment when first 
proposed and some are later codified and published in the Code of 
Federal Regulations.5  If you experience difficulty locating an agency’s 
NEPA procedures, you can write or call the agency NEPA point of 
contacts and ask for a copy of their procedures.6

To What Do the Procedural Requirements 
of NEPA Apply?

In NEPA, Congress recognized that the Federal Government’s actions 
may cause significant environmental effects.  The range of actions that 
cause significant environmental effects is broad and includes issuing 
regulations, providing permits for private actions, funding private 
actions, making federal land management decisions, constructing 
publicly-owned facilities, and many other types of actions.  Using the 
NEPA process, agencies are required to determine if their proposed 
actions have significant environmental effects and to consider the 
environmental and related social and economic effects of their 
proposed actions.

NEPA’s procedural requirements apply to a Federal agency’s 
decisions for actions, including financing, assisting, conducting, or 
approving projects or programs; agency rules, regulations, plans, 
policies, or procedures; and legislative proposals.7  NEPA applies 
when a Federal agency has discretion to choose among one or more 
alternative means of accomplishing a particular goal.8

Frequently, private individuals or companies will become involved 
in the NEPA process when they need a permit issued by a Federal 
agency.  When a company applies for a permit (for example, for 
crossing federal lands or impacting waters of the United States) the 
agency that is being asked to issue the permit must evaluate the 
environmental effects of the permit decision under NEPA.  Federal 
agencies might require the private company or developer to pay for 
the preparation of analyses, but the agency remains responsible for 
the scope and accuracy of the analysis.

5 The draft agency implementing procedures, or regulations, are published in the Federal Register, and 
a public comment period is required prior to CEQ approval.  Commenting on these agency regulations 
is one way to be involved in their development.  Most agencies already have implementing procedures; 
however, when they are changed, the agency will again provide for public comment on the proposed 
changes. 
6 See Appendices A and D for information on how to access agency points of contact and agency websites.
7 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.18.  Note that this section applies only to legislation drafted 
and submitted to Congress by federal agencies. NEPA does not apply to legislation initiated by members 
of Congress.  
8 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.23.
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When Does NEPA Apply?

NEPA requires agency decisionmakers to make informed decisions.  
Therefore, the NEPA process must be completed before an agency 
makes a final decision on a proposed action.  Good NEPA analyses 
should include a consideration of how NEPA’s policy goals (Section 
101) will be incorporated into the decision to the extent consistent 
with other considerations of national policy.  NEPA does not require 
the decisionmaker to select the environmentally preferable alternative 
or prohibit adverse environmental effects.  Indeed, decisionmakers in 
Federal agencies often have other concerns and policy considerations 
to take into account in the decisionmaking process, such as social, 
economic, technical or national security interests. But NEPA does 
require that decisionmakers be informed of the environmental 
consequences of their decisions. 

The NEPA process can also serve to meet other environmental review 
requirements.  For instance, actions that require the NEPA process 
may have an impact on endangered species, historic properties, or 
low income communities.  The NEPA analysis, which takes into 
account the potential impacts of the proposed action and investigates 
alternative actions, may also serve as a framework to meet other 
environmental review requirements, such as the Endangered Species 
Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Environmental Justice 
Executive Order, and other Federal, State, Tribal, and local laws and 
regulations.9

Who Oversees the NEPA Process?

There are three Federal agencies that have particular responsibilities 
for NEPA.  Primary responsibility is vested in the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), established by Congress in NEPA.  
Congress placed CEQ in the Executive Office of the President and 
gave it many responsibilities, including the responsibility to ensure 
that Federal agencies meet their obligations under the Act.  CEQ 
oversees implementation of NEPA, principally through issuance and 
interpretation of NEPA regulations that implement the procedural 
requirements of NEPA.  CEQ also reviews and approves Federal 
agency NEPA procedures, approves of alternative arrangements 
for compliance with NEPA in the case of emergencies, and helps 
to resolve disputes between Federal agencies and with other 
governmental entities and members of the public.

9 CEQ NEPA Regualtions, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. 
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In 1978, CEQ issued binding regulations directing agencies on 
the fundamental requirements necessary to fulfill their NEPA 
obligations.10  The CEQ regulations set forth minimum requirements 
for agencies.  The CEQ regulations also called for agencies to create 
their own implementing procedures that supplement the minimum 
requirements based on each agency’s specific mandates, obligations, 
and missions.11  These agency-specific NEPA procedures account for 
the slight differences in agencies’ NEPA processes.  

The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Office of Federal 
Activities reviews environmental impact statements (EIS) and some 
environmental assessments (EA) issued by Federal agencies.12  It 
provides its comments to the public by publishing summaries of them 
in the Federal Register, a daily publication that provides notice of 
Federal agency actions.13  EPA’s reviews are intended to assist Federal 
agencies in improving their NEPA analyses and decisions.14  

Another government entity involved in NEPA is the U.S. Institute 
for Environmental Conflict Resolution, which was established by the 
Environmental Policy and Conflict Resolution Act of 1998 to assist 
in resolving conflict over environmental issues that involve Federal 
agencies.15  While part of the Federal Government (it is located within 
the Morris K. Udall Foundation, a Federal agency located in Tucson, 
Arizona), it provides an independent, neutral, place for Federal 
agencies to work with citizens as well as State, local, and Tribal 
governments, private organizations, and businesses to reach common 
ground. The Institute provides dispute resolution alternatives to 
litigation and other adversarial approaches.  The Institute is also 
charged with assisting the Federal Government in the implementation 
of the substantive policies set forth in Section 101 of NEPA.16

10 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. parts 1500-1508, available at www.nepa.gov.
11 CEQ NEPA Regualations, 40 C.F.R. § 1507.3.
12 Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7609.
13 See Appendix B for information on the Federal Register.
14 For additional infomation see http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/index.htm.
15 Environmental Policy and Conflict Resolution Act of 1998, 20 U.S.C. §§ 5601-5609.
16 For a discussion of the relationship between Section 101 of NEPA and conflict resolution, including 
specific case examples and recommendations for strengthening that relationship see the National 
Environmental Conflict Resolution Advisory Committee, “Final Report — Submitted to the U.S. Institute 
for Environmental Conflict Resolution of the Morris K. Udall Foundation,” (April 2005), available at  
http://www.ecr.gov by clicking on “Resources” and “NEPA and ECR.”.
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Navigating the NEPA Process

Each year, thousands of Environmental Assessments (EAs) and 
hundreds of Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) are prepared by 
Federal agencies.  These documents provide citizens and communities 
an opportunity to learn about and be involved in each of those 
environmental impact assessments that are part of the Federal 
agency decisionmaking process.  It is important to understand that 
commenting on a proposal is not a “vote” on whether the proposed 
action should take place.  Nonetheless, the information you provide 
during the EA and EIS process can influence the decisionmakers 
and their final decisions because NEPA does require that federal 
decisionmakers be informed of the environmental consequences of 
their decisions.  

This guide will help you better navigate through the NEPA process 
and better understand the roles of the various other actors.  While 
reading the guide, please refer to the following flowchart, “The NEPA 
Process,” which details the steps of the NEPA process.  For ease 
of reference, each step of the process is designated with a number 
which is highlighted in the text discussing that particular step.  
While agencies may differ slightly in how they comply with NEPA, 
understanding the basics will give you the information you need to 
work effectively with any agency’s process.
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The NEPA Process 

 
 
*Significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns or 
substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns may 
necessitate preparation of a supplemental EIS following either the draft or final EIS or the 
Record of Decision (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)). 
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The NEPA process begins when an agency develops a proposal to 
address a need to take an action. 

The need to take an action may be something the agency identifies 
itself, or it may be a need to make a decision on a proposal brought to 
it by someone outside of the agency, for example, an applicant for a 
permit.  Based on the need, the agency develops a proposal for action 
(Number 1 in Figure 1).  If it is the only Federal agency involved, that 
agency will automatically be the “lead agency,” which means it has 
the primary responsibility for compliance with NEPA.

Some large or complex proposals involve multiple Federal agencies 
along with State, local, and Tribal agencies.  If another Federal, 
State, local, or Tribal agency has a major role in the proposed action 
and also has NEPA responsibilities or responsibilities under a 
similar NEPA-like law17, that agency may be a “joint lead agency.”  
A “joint lead agency” shares the lead agency’s responsibility for 
management of the NEPA process, including public involvement 
and the preparation of documents.  Other Federal, State, Tribal, or 
local government agencies may have a decision or special expertise 
regarding a proposed action, but less of a role than the lead agency.  
In that case, such a Federal, State, Tribal, or local government agency 
may be a “cooperating agency.”  

A “cooperating agency” is an agency that has jurisdiction by law or 
special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved 
in a proposal (or a reasonable alternative).  Thus, a “cooperating 
agency” typically will have some responsibilities for the analysis 
related to its jurisdiction or special expertise.

Once it has developed a proposed action, the agency will enter the 
initial analytical approach (Number 2 in Figure 1) to help it determine 
whether the agency will pursue the path of a Categorical Exclusion 
(CE), an Environmental Assessment (EA), or an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).

17 About a quarter of the states have such laws; for example, New York, Montana, Washington, and 
California all have such laws.  New York City also has such a law.  A list with references is available at 
www.nepa.gov by clicking on “State Information” or directly at http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/states.html.
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Special Situations

v  On rare occasions, Congress may exempt an action from NEPA.

v  If the agency needs to take an action that would typically require 
preparation of an environmental impact statement in response to 
an emergency, and there is insufficient time to follow the regular 
NEPA process, then the agency can proceed immediately to 
mitigate harm to life, property, or important resources, and work 
with CEQ to develop alternative arrangements for compliance with 
NEPA (40 C.F.R. §1506.11).

v  The NEPA analyses and document may involve classified 
information.  If the entire action is classified, the agency will 
still comply with the analytical requirements of NEPA, but the 
information will not be released for public review.  If only a 
portion of the information is classified, the agency will organize 
the classified material so that the unclassified portions can be made 
available for review (40 C.F.R. §1507.3(c)).

Implementing the NEPA Process

Categorical Exclusions (CEs) (Number 3 in Figure 1)

A CE is a category of actions that the agency has determined does not 
individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the quality of 
the human environment.18  Examples include issuing administrative 
personnel procedures, making minor facility renovations (such as 
installing energy efficient lighting), and reconstruction of hiking 
trails on public lands.  Agencies develop a list of CEs specific to their 
operations when they develop or revise their NEPA implementing 
procedures in accordance with CEQ’s NEPA regulations.  

A CE is based on an agency’s experience with a particular kind 
of action and its environmental effects.  The agency may have 
studied the action in previous EAs, found no significant impact on 
the environment based on the analyses, and validated the lack of 
significant impacts after the implementation.  If this is the type of 
action that will be repeated over time, the agency may decide to 
amend their implementing regulations to include the action as a CE.  
In these cases, the draft agency procedures are published in the Federal 
Register, and a public comment period is required. Participation in 
these comment periods is an important way to be involved in the 
development of a particular CE.  

18 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.4.
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If a proposed action is included in the description provided for a 
listed CE established by the agency, the agency must check to make 
sure that no extraordinary circumstances exist that may cause the 
proposed action to have a significant effect in a particular situation.  
Extraordinary circumstances typically include such matters as effects 
to endangered species, protected cultural sites, and wetlands (Number 
4 in Figure 1).  If there are no extraordinary circumstances indicating 
that the effects of the action may be significant, then the agency can 
proceed with the action.  

If the proposed action is not included in the description provided 
in the CE establised by the agency, or there are extraordinary 
circumstances, the agency must prepare an EA or an EIS, or develop 
a new proposal that may quality for application of a CE.  When the 
agency does not know or is uncertain whether significant impacts are 
expected, the agency should prepare an EA to determine if there are 
significant environmental effects.

Environmental Assessments (EA) (Number 5 in Figure 1)

The purpose of an EA is to determine the significance of the 
environmental effects and to look at alternative means to achieve the 
agency’s objectives.  The EA is intended to be a concise document that 
(1) briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining 
whether to prepare an EIS;  (2) aids an agency’s compliance with 
NEPA when no environmental impact statement is necessary; and (3) 
facilitates preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement when 
one is necessary.19  

An EA should include brief discussions of:

v the need for the proposal, 

v alternative courses of action for any proposal which 
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative 
uses of available resources, 

v the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives, and 

v a listing of agencies and persons consulted.20 

19 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9.
20 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b).



12 A Citizen’s Guide to the nePA

Because the EA serves to evaluate the significance of a proposal 
for agency actions, it should focus on the context and intensity 
of effects that may “significantly” affect the quality of the human 
environment.21  Often the EA will identify ways in which the agency 
can revise the action to minimize environmental effects.

When preparing an EA, the agency has discretion as to the level of 
public involvement (Number 6 in Figure 1).  The CEQ regulations 
state that the agency shall involve environmental agencies, 
applicants, and the public, to the extent practicable, in preparing 
EAs.22  Sometimes agencies will choose to mirror the scoping and 
public comment periods that are found in the EIS process.  In other 
situations, agencies make the EA and a draft FONSI available to 
interested members of the public. 

Some agencies, such as the Army, require that interested parties be 
notified of the decision to prepare an EA, and the Army also makes 
the EA publicly available.  Some agencies keep a notification list of 
parties interested in a particular kind of action or in all agency actions.  
Other agencies simply prepare the EA.  Not all agencies systematically 
provide information about individual EAs, so it is important that you 
read the specific implementing procedures of the proposing agency 
or ask the local NEPA point of contact working on the project about 
the process and let the appropriate agency representative know if 
you are interested in being notified of all NEPA documents or NEPA 
processes related to a particular type of action.

The EA process concludes with either a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) (Number 7 in Figure 1) or a determination to proceed 
to preparation of an EIS.  A FONSI is a document that presents the 
reasons why the agency has concluded that there are no significant 
environmental impacts projected to occur upon implementation of the 
action.23  The EA is either summarized in the FONSI or attached to it.  

In two circumstances, the CEQ regulations require agencies to make 
the proposed FONSI available for public review for 30 days.  Those 
situations are:  

v if the type of proposed action hasn’t been done before 
by the particular agency, or 

21 CEQ NEPA Regulations 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27.
22 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1501.4(e)(2).
23 Government Printing Office Electronic Information Enhancement Act of 1993, 44 U.S.C. §§ 4101-4104. 
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v if the action is something that typically would require 
an EIS under the agency NEPA procedures.24  

If this is the case, the FONSI is usually published in the Federal 
Register,25 and the notice of availability of the FONSI will include 
information on how and where to provide your comments.  If the 
requirement for a 30 day review is not triggered the FONSI often will 
not be published in the Federal Register.  It may be posted on the 
agency’s website, published in local newspapers or made available in 
some other manner.  If you are interested in a particular action that is 
the subject of an EA, you should find out from the agency how it will 
make the FONSI available.  

Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) (Number 8 in Figure 1)

A Federal agency must prepare an EIS if it is proposing a major 
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment.26  The regulatory requirements for an EIS are more 
detailed than the requirements for an EA or a categorical exclusion 
and are explained below.

Notice of Intent and Scoping (Numbers 9 and 10 in Figure 1)

The EIS process begins with publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI), 
stating the agency’s intent to prepare an EIS for a particular proposal. 
(Number 9 in Figure 1).  The NOI is published in the Federal Register, 
and provides some basic information on the proposed action in 
preparation for the scoping process (Number 10 in Figure 1).27  The 
NOI provides a brief description of the proposed action and possible 
alternatives.  It also describes the agency’s proposed scoping process, 
including any meetings and how the public can get involved.  The 
NOI will also contain an agency point of contact who can answer 
questions about the proposed action and the NEPA process.  

The scoping process is the best time to identify issues, determine 
points of contact, establish project schedules, and provide 
recommendations to the agency.  The overall goal is to define the 
scope of issues to be addressed in depth in the analyses that will be 
included in the EIS.  Specifically, the scoping process will:

24 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C).
25 Scoping is a NEPA term of art that describes one major public involvement aspect of the NEPA EIS 
process (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7).
26 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7.  More information on scoping can be found in CEQ’s 
guidance on scoping at www.nepa.gov.
27 Public hearings are run in a formal manner, with a recording or minutes taken of speakers’ comments.  
Public meetings may be held in a variety of formats, and may be much more informal than hearings. 
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v Identify people or organizations who are interested in 
the proposed action;

v Identify the significant issues to be analyzed in the EIS;

v Identify and eliminate from detailed review those 
issues that will not be significant or those that have 
been adequately covered in prior environmental 
review;   

v Determine the roles and responsibilities of lead and 
cooperating agencies; 

v Identify any related EAs or EISs; 

v Identify gaps in data and informational needs;

v Set time limits for the process and page limits for the 
EIS;

v Identify other environmental review and consultation 
requirements so they can be integrated with the EIS; 
and

v Indicate the relationship between the development of 
the environmental analysis and the agency’s tentative 
decisionmaking schedule.28  

As part of the process, agencies are required to identify and 
invite the participation of interested persons.  The agency should 
choose whatever communications methods are best for effective 
involvement of communities, whether local, regional, or national, 
that are interested in the proposed action.  Video conferencing, public 
meetings, conference calls, formal hearings, or informal workshops are 
among the legitimate ways to conduct scoping.  It is in your interest 
to become involved as soon as the EIS process begins and to use 
the scoping opportunity to make thoughtful, rational presentations 
on impacts and alternatives.  Some of the most constructive and 
beneficial interaction between the public and an agency occurs when 
citizens identify or develop reasonable alternatives that the agency 
can evaluate in the EIS.

28 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1501.7.  More information on scoping can be found in CEQ’s 
guidance on scoping at www.nepa.gov by clicking on “CEQ Guidance.”
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NEPA is About People and Places
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From top left:  Tent Rocks photo courtesy of Michael Dechter; Courthouse, Sioux Falls, South 
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Draft EIS (Number 11 in Figure 1)

The next major step in the EIS process that provides an opportunity 
for your input is when the agencies submit a draft EIS for public 
comment.  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes 
a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register informing you and 
other members of the public that the draft is available for comment 
(Number 12 in Figure 1).  The EPA notices are also available at http://
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/eisdata.html.  Based on the communication 
plan established by the agency, websites, local papers, or other 
means of public notice may also be used.  The comment period is at 
least 45 days long; however, it may be longer based on requirements 
spelled out in the agency specific NEPA procedures or at the agency’s 
discretion.  During this time, the agency may conduct public meetings 
or hearings as a way to solicit comments.29  The agency will also 
request comments from other Federal, State, Tribal, and local agencies 
that may have jurisdiction or interest in the matter.

One key aspect of a draft EIS is the statement of the underlying 
purpose and need.30  Agencies draft a “Purpose and Need” statement 
to describe what they are trying to achieve by proposing an action.  
The purpose and need statement explains to the reader why an 
agency action is necessary, and serves as the basis for identifying the 
reasonable alternatives that meet the purpose and need.  

The identification and evaluation of alternative ways of meeting the 
purpose and need of the proposed action is the heart of the NEPA 
analysis.  The lead agency or agencies must, “objectively evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated 
from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated.”31  Reasonable alternatives are those that substantially 
meet the agency’s purpose and need.  If the agency is considering an 
application for a permit or other federal approval, the agency must still 
consider all reasonable alternatives.  Reasonable alternatives include 
those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic 
standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable 
from the standpoint of the applicant.  Agencies are obligated to 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives or a range ofreasonable alternatives 
in enough detail so that a reader can compare and contrast the 
environmental effects of the various alternatives.

29 Public hearings are run in a formal manner, with a recording or minutes taken of speakers’ comments.  
Public meetings may be held in a variety of formats, and may be much more informal than hearings. 
30 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. 
31 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.  
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Agencies must always describe and analyze a “no action alternative.”  
The “no action” alternative is simply what would happen if the agency 
did not act upon the proposal for agency action.  For example, in 
the case of an application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a 
permit to place fill in a particular area, the “no action” alternative is 
no permit.  But in the case of a proposed new management plan for 
the National Park Service’s management of a national park, the “no 
action” alternative is the continuation of the current management plan.  

If an agency has a preferred alternative when it publishes a draft 
EIS, the draft must identify which alternative the agency prefers.  All 
agencies must identify a preferred alternative in the final EIS, unless 
another law prohibits it from doing so.32   

The agency must analyze the full range of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects of  the preferred alternative, if any, and of the 
reasonable alternatives identified in the draft EIS.  For purposes of 
NEPA, “effects” and “impacts” mean the same thing.  They include 
ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health 
impacts, whether adverse or beneficial.33  It is important to note 
that human beings are part of the environment (indeed, that’s why 
Congress used the phrase “human environment” in NEPA), so when 
an EIS is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical 
environmental effects are interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of 
these effects.34

 
CEQ NEPA Regulation Section 1508.8 

[40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.]
“Effects” include:

(a) Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time 
and place.

(b) Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect 
effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to 
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth 
rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems. 

Effects and impacts as used in these regulations are synonymous. Effects includes 
ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, 
structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, 
economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also 
include those resulting from actions which may have both beneficial and detrimental 
effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the effect will be beneficial.

32 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(e).
33 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.8.
34 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1508.14.
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In addition to the purpose and need, identification of reasonable 
alternatives, and the environmental effects of the alternatives, the 
draft EIS will contain a description of the environment that would be 
affected by the various alternatives.  

The EIS will also have a list of who prepared the document and their 
qualifications,35 a table of contents, and an index.36  The agency may 
choose to include technical information in appendices that are either 
circulated with the draft or readily available for review.37 

Final EIS (Number 13 in Figure 1)

When the public comment period is finished, the agency analyzes 
comments, conducts further analysis as necessary, and prepares the 
final EIS.  In the final EIS, the agency must respond to the substantive 
comments received from other government agencies and from you 
and other members of the public.38  The response can be in the 
form of changes in the final EIS, factual corrections, modifications 
to the analyses or the alternatives, new alternatives considered, or 
an explanation of why a comment does not require the agency’s 
response.39  Often the agency will meet with other agencies that may 
be affected by the proposed action in an effort to resolve an issue or 
mitigate project effects.  A copy or a summary of your substantive 
comments and the response to them will be included in the final EIS.40  

When it is ready, the agency will publish the final EIS and EPA will 
publish a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.  The Notice of 
Availability marks the start of a waiting period (Number 14 in Figure 
1).  A minimum of 30 days must pass before the agency can make a 
decision on their proposed action unless the agency couples the 30 
days with a formal internal appeals process.41  This provides time for 
the agency decisionmaker to consider the purpose and need, weigh 
the alternatives, balance their objectives, and make a decision. 

There is an additional (but rarely used) procedure worth noting:  pre-
decision referrals to CEQ.42  This referral process takes place when 

35 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.17.
36 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.10.
37 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.18.
38 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4.
39 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4(a).
40 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4(b).
41 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1506.10.  If the end of the 30 day wait period is less than 90 days 
after the notice of availability of the Draft EIS, was published in the Federal Register, then the decision 
must await the expiration of the 90 days.
42 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. part 1504.
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EPA or another Federal agency determines that proceeding with 
the proposed action is environmentally unacceptable.  If an agency 
reaches that conclusion, the agency can refer the issue to CEQ within 
25 days after the Notice of Availability for the final EIS is issued.  CEQ 
then works to resolve the issue with the agencies concerned.  CEQ 
might also refer the agencies to the U.S. Institute for Environmental 
Conflict Resolution to try to address the matter before formal 
elevation.43  There is no provision for citizens to formally refer an 
action to CEQ; however, CEQ typically provides an opportunity for 
public involvement in a referral.

Record of Decision (ROD) (Number 15 in Figure 1)

The ROD is the final step for agencies in the EIS process.  The ROD is 
a document that states what the decision is; identifies the alternatives 
considered, including the environmentally preferred alternative; 
and discusses mitigation plans, including any enforcement and 
monitoring commitments.44  In the ROD, the agency discusses all the 
factors, including any considerations of national policy, that were 
contemplated when it reached its decision on whether to, and if so 
how to, proceed with the proposed action.  The ROD will also discuss 
if all practical means to avoid or minimize environmental harm 
have been adopted, and if not, why they were not.45  The ROD is a 
publicly available document.  Sometimes RODs are published in the 
Federal Register or on the agency’s website, but if you are interested 
in receiving the ROD you should ask the agency’s point of contact for 
the EIS how to obtain a copy of the ROD.

43 The U.S. Institute reports disputes it is involved with to CEQ and requests concurrence from CEQ to 
engage in those disputes involving two or more federal agencies. 
44 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2.
45 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2(c).
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Environmental Management Systems (EMS)

Executive Order (EO 13423) and a subsequent memorandum issued 
from the Office of Management and Budget and CEQ direct all 
agencies to adopt an Environmental Management System (EMS).  
“An EMS is a systematic approach to identifying and managing 
an organization’s environmental obligations and issues that can 
complement many aspects of the NEPA review process.”  (Boling, 
E.A. 2005. Environmental Management Systems and NEPA: A 
Framework for Productive Harmony.  The Environmental Law 
Reporter. 35 ELR 10022. Environmental Law Institute).  EMSs are 
typically used by organizations and agencies to set up the procedures 
that will help them comply with the specific requirements of 
environmental laws and regulations, such as air and water 
permits.  EMSs can be particularly useful in NEPA in the context 
of post-decision monitoring and mitigation.  Using the procedures 
provided by an EMS, agencies can better ensure they are proper 
implementation of mitigation measures and provide a mechanism 
for monitoring the actual effects of the mitigation.  (CEQ, Aligning 
National Environmental Policy Act Processes with Environmental 
Management Systems — A Guide for NEPA and EMS Practitioners 
(April 2007) available at www.nepa.gov by clicking on “Aligning 
NEPA Processes with Environmental Mangement Systems.” 

 
Supplemental EIS (Asterisk in Figure 1)

Sometimes a Federal agency is obligated to prepare a supplement 
to an existing EIS.  An agency must prepare a supplement to 
either a draft or final EIS if it makes substantial changes in the 
proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns, or 
if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant 
to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or 
its impacts.  An agency may also prepare a supplemental EIS if it 
determines that doing so will further the purposes of NEPA.46  A 
supplemental EIS is prepared in the same way as a draft or final 
EIS, except that scoping is not required.  If a supplement is prepared 
following a draft EIS, the final EIS will address both the draft EIS and 
supplemental EIS.

46 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c).
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EPA’s Review

EPA plays a critical role in other agencies’ NEPA processes.  EPA is 
required to review and provide comments on the adequacy of the 
analysis and the impact to the environment.47  EPA uses a rating 
system that summarizes its recommendations to the lead agency (see 
Appendix C).  If EPA determines that the action is environmentally 
unsatisfactory, it is required by law to refer the matter to CEQ.  

The Office of Federal Activities in EPA is the official recipient of 
all EISs prepared by Federal agencies, and publishes the notices 
of availability in the Federal Register for all draft, final, and 
supplemental EISs.  The publication of these notices start the official 
clock for public review and comment periods and wait periods.48   
In addition to the Federal Register, the notices and summaries of the 
EPA comments are available at http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/
eisdata.html.

When and How to Get Involved

It Depends on the Agency

To determine the specific steps in the process where public 
involvement will be the most effective, it is very important to review 
the agency’s NEPA implementing procedures.  As previously 
mentioned, NEPA processes differ among agencies.  For example, the 
Federal Highway Administration provides a 30 day comment period 
(with or without a public meeting) on all EAs that they develop 
before a FONSI is issued while some other agencies have no required 
comment periods for EAs.49

In addition, new legislation can change the way NEPA is 
implemented in agencies.  For example, after the passage of the “Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act”, which 
is transportation legislation that Congress passed in August 2005, 
the Department of Transportation updated its NEPA processes to 
implement the new transportation legislation.  The Federal Highway 
Administration and Federal Transit Administration have kept 
websites up to date and are tracking the evolving guidance at  
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strmlng/index.asp by clicking on 
“SAFETEA-LU.” 

47 Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7609.
48 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1506.10.
49 Federal Highway Administration NEPA Regulations, 23 C.F.R. § 771.119 (2005).
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Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient  

Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA-LU), Public Law 109-59  

Congress included some modifications to the regular NEPA 
process for proposed actions that require preparation of EISs 
in SAFETEA-LU.  For example, SAFETEA-LU requires the lead 
agency to provide an opportunity as early as practicable during the 
environmental review process for the public to weigh in on both 
defining the purpose and need for a proposal and determining 
the range of alternatives to be considered.  Congress provided for 
a process whereby some states could assume responsibilities for 
all environmental compliance, including NEPA.  Congress also 
established a 180 day statute of limitations for lawsuits challenging 
agency approvals of projects.    

If you are involved or anticipate becoming involved in the NEPA 
process for a proposed highway or federal mass transit proposal, 
you should become familiar with the specific requirements of 
SAFETEA-LU for the NEPA process.  One good way to do this is 
check information on the Federal Highway Administration’s website 
at www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu.  By clicking on “Cross Reference” you 
will find both the requirements of the law and FHWA regulations 
and implementing guidance.   

You should also be aware that in the context of highway planning, 
much work is done at a pre-NEPA stage through statewide, 
municipal, and rural planning processes.  These processes often 
set the stage for the NEPA process and you should be aware of 
your opportunities to get involved at that earlier stage.  You can 
learn more about these processes by going to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s website listed above, or by obtaining a copy of 
“A Citizen’s Guide to Transportation Decisionmaking”, available 
at www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/citizen/index.htm or by writing to the 
Federal Highway Administration at 1200 New Jersey Avenue, S.E., 
HEPP-20, Washington, D.C.  20590, Attention:  Transportation 
Planning Capacity Building Team; or calling 202 366-0106.  Another 
publication that may be of assistance is “The Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning Process:  Key Issues.  A Briefing Notebook 
for Transportation Decisionmakers, Officials, and Staff.”  That 
publication is being updated to reflect the changes in the SAFETEA-
LU law, and should be available through the same website and 
addresses above.
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Be Informed of Actions

Sometimes citizens are generally interested in actions taking place in 
a particular area (for example, in your community or in an ecosystem 
or a facility that affects you).  If this is the case, you can inform the 
appropriate agency or agencies that you would like to be notified 
of any proposed action or any environmental impact analysis that 
might be prepared in that area.  In addition, many agencies now have 
websites where they post notices for actions they are proposing.  

Active Involvement

Being active in the NEPA process requires you to dedicate your 
resources to the effort.  Environmental impact analyses can be 
technical and lengthy.  Active involvement in the NEPA process 
requires a commitment of time and a willingness to share information 
with the decisionmaking agency and other citizens.  You may 
participate as an individual, get involved by working with other 
interested individuals or organizations, or by working through your 
local, Tribal, or State government.  For example, if an agency is taking 
an action for which your local, State or Tribal government has special 
expertise or approval authority, the appropriate State, local or Tribal 
agency can become a “cooperating agency” with the Federal agency.50  
This formal status does not increase their role in decisionmaking, but 
it does allow the governments to use their knowledge and authorities 
to help shape the federal decisionmaking. 

Another way to participate is to check with local experts such as 
biologists or economists at a university to assist with your review of 
the NEPA analyses and documents.  You can also form study groups 
to review environmental impact analyses and enlist experts to review 
your comments on the documents.  There are many examples, such as 
the one in the following box, of situations where citizen groups have 
worked with agencies to develop an alternative to a proposal where 
the agency adopted that alternative.

50 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.6, 1508.5.
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Forest Service Herbicide Use in the Pacific Northwest

In many cases, cooperation isn’t the first experience that communities 
and agencies share with one another.  In the case of aerial herbicide 
spraying by the Forest Service in the 1980’s across Washington and 
Oregon, litigation gave way to collaboration that yielded a better 
decision for all parties.  

At issue was the use of 2,4-D, a herbicide comprising half of the well 
known Agent Orange, which was being sprayed on large tracts of 
clear-cut forest in an effort to suppress competition with the replanted 
conifers from all other plants, including native trees and grasses.  In 
1984, as a result of a citizen lawsuit, a federal judge ordered the Forest 
Service to stop herbicide use until the agency addressed the problems 
associated with its use.  The Forest Service decided to draft a new EIS 
for vegetation management and thereby opened the door for public 
involvement in their decision.  

A coalition of tree planters, scientists, rural residents, and herbicide 
reform activists volunteered to work with the Forest Service to 
develop an alternative that didn’t rely on herbicides for vegetation 
management.  The group identified several simple alternatives such 
as planting two-year old trees rather than planting seedlings, because 
the trees are better able to deal with encroachment.  Likewise, letting 
native red alders grow will actually benefit new conifer growth 
because the alders fix nitrogen in the soils.  Much to the coalition’s 
surprise the forest supervisor selected most of the “least-herbicide” 
approaches for implementation.  

Through NEPA, citizens were able to educate and assist the decision-
makers in developing their alternatives.  Central to their approach 
was bringing to the table alternatives that met their goals of reducing 
herbicide use and the goals of the decision-maker to effectively 
manage vegetation.   

Information taken from “Standing Up for This World” by Mary 
O’Brien in September/October 2004 issue of Orion, pages 56-64. 
 

Your involvement in the NEPA process does not have to be confined 
to commenting on the analysis.  If the agency adopts monitoring and 
mitigation in the ROD, upon request, it must make available to the 
public the results of relevant monitoring.51  It must also, upon request, 

51 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §1505.3(d).
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inform cooperating or commenting agencies on progress in carrying 
out mitigation measures which they have proposed and which were 
adopted by the agency making the decision.52  Community groups can 
also be involved in monitoring.53

In summary, there are several opportunities to get involved in the 
NEPA process: 

v when the agency prepares its NEPA procedures, 

v prior to and during preparation of a NEPA analysis, 

v when a NEPA document is published for public review 
and comment, and 

v when monitoring the implementation of the proposed 
action and the effectiveness of any associated 
mitigation.

Other Processes that Require Public Involvement

When a proposed action is part of a permitting process there may also 
be opportunities to comment provided in the statute or regulations for 
that permitting process in addition to the NEPA public involvement 
opportunities discussed above.  For example, public involvement 
is required by most Federal agency land use planning regulations.  
While this guide does not explore all of those additional possibilities 
for comment, the NEPA team working on a particular proposal will 
be familiar with the various comment periods and will be able to 
inform you of those opportunities.  Note that the permitting and 
NEPA processes should be integrated or run concurrently in order to 
have an effective and efficient decisionmaking process.

52 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §1505.3(c).
53 See www.malpaiborderlandsgroup.org/science.asp for discussion of work undertaken by the Science 
Advisory Committee of the Malpai Borderlands Group in southeastern Arizona and southwestern New 
Mexico.
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Public Comment Periods

Agencies are required to make efforts to provide meaningful public 
involvement in their NEPA processes.54  Citizens involved in the process 
should ensure that they know how agencies will inform the public that 
an action is proposed and the NEPA process is beginning (via Federal 
Register, newspapers, direct mailing, etc.); that certain documents are 
available; and that preliminary determinations have been made on 
the possible environmental effects of the proposal (e.g., what level of 
analysis the agency will initially undertake).  

Agencies solicit different levels of involvement when they prepare 
an EA versus an EIS.  In preparing an EIS, agencies are likely to 
have public meetings and are required to have a 45 day comment 
period after the draft EIS is made available.  In the case of an agency 
preparing an EA, the CEQ regulations require the agency to involve the 
public to the extent practicable, but each agency has its own guidelines 
about how to involve the public for EAs.  In any case, citizens are 
entitled to receive “environmental documents”, such as EAs, involved 
in the NEPA process.55  

In terms of a specific agency, required public comment periods 
associated with an EA or an EIS can be found in its NEPA implementing 
procedures.  In some cases, the draft EIS that an agency prepares may be 
extremely long.  In such cases, an agency may grant, requests to extend 
the comment period to ensure enough time for the public and other 
agencies to review and comment.  

Citizens who want to raise issues with the agency should do so at the 
earliest possible stage in the process.  Agencies are much more likely 
to evaluate a new alternative or address a concern if it is raised in a 
timely manner.  And the Supreme Court has held in two NEPA cases 
that if a person or organization expects courts to address an issue, such 
as evaluating a particular alternative, the issue must have been raised 
to the agency at a point in the administrative process when it can be 
meaningfully considered unless the issue involves a flaw in the agency’s 
analysis that is so obvious that there is no need for a commentator to 
point it out specifically.

54 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.4(b), 1506.6(b).
55 CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1506.6, 1508.10.  
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How to Comment

Comments may be the most important contribution from citizens.  
Accordingly, comments should be clear, concise, and relevant to the 
analysis of the proposed action.  Take the time to organize thoughts 
and edit the document submitted.56  As a general rule, the tone of 
the comments should be polite and respectful.  Those reviewing 
comments are public servants tasked with a job, and they deserve 
the same respect and professional treatment that you and other 
citizens expect in return.  Comments that are solution oriented and 
provide specific examples will be more effective than those that 
simply oppose the proposed project.  Comments that contribute to 
developing alternatives that address the purpose and need for the 
action are also effective.  They are particularly helpful early in the 
NEPA process and should be made, if at all possible, during scoping, 
to ensure that reasonable alternatives can be analyzed and considered 
early in the process.

In drafting comments, try to focus on the purpose and need of the 
proposed action, the proposed alternatives, the assessment of the 
environmental impacts of those alternatives, and the proposed 
mitigation.  It also helps to be aware of what other types of issues the 
decisionmaker is considering in relationship to the proposed action. 

Commenting is not a form of “voting” on an alternative.  The number 
of negative comments an agency receives does not prevent an action 
from moving forward.  Numerous comments that repeat the same 
basic message of support or opposition will typically be responded to 
collectively.  In addition, general comments that state an action will 
have “significant environmental effects” will not help an agency make 
a better decision unless the relevant causes and environmental effects 
are explained. 

Finally, remember that decisionmakers also receive other information 
and data such as operational and technical information related to 
implementing an action that they will have to consider when making 
a final decision. 

56 There are many reference books for how to research issues, review documents, and write comments.  
One in particular is “The Art of Commenting” by Elizabeth Mullin from the Environmental Law Institute 
(Mullin, Elizabeth D. 2000. t The Art of Commenting: How to Influence Environmental Decisionmaking 
with Effective Comments, Environmental Law Institute. Washington, DC).  Another useful reference for 
those involved in commenting on transportation projects is the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Official’s (AASHTO) Practitioner’s Handbook 05-Utilizing Community Advisory 
Committees for NEPA Studies, December, 2006, available at http://environment.transportation.org or 
available through AASHTO’s Center for Environmental Excellence by calling (202) 624-3635.  
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What If Involvement Isn’t Going Well?

For the purposes of this discussion, “not going well” means that 
you or your organization believes that the lead agency isn’t giving 
the public sufficient opportunity to get involved or isn’t using that 
involvement effectively.  Perhaps you think that the agency should 
hold a public meeting, and it refuses to do so.  Or you or your 
community or group has developed an alternative that you think 
meets the purpose and need of the proposed action and reflects the 
policies set forth in NEPA, but the agency says it won’t analyze it in 
the NEPA document.  Maybe you want an extension of the comment 
period because the document is very lengthy, and you simply need 
more time to review it.  Or maybe you feel that communications 
between your organization and the lead agency have, for some reason, 
not been constructive.

The most appropriate steps to take if you find yourself in these kinds 
of situations always depend, of course, on the particular people, 
timing and proposal at hand.  Nonetheless, here are some possible 
factors and courses of action to consider.

Don’t Wait Too Long

First, don’t wait too long to raise your concerns; raise them as soon 
as practicable.  If you just sit back and hope that things will get 
“better” or that your comments will have greater effect later, you may 
hear that “you should have raised this sooner.”  At times, waiting 
can be detrimental to you as well as to the rest of the public and the 
agency involved.  For example, if you feel strongly that a particular 
alternative should be addressed and do not raise it during the scoping 
process, then it will not get the benefit of comparative analysis with 
the other alternatives.  In addition, it could result in a more expensive 
and lengthy process (costing taxpayers, including yourself, more) 
if your delayed suggestion results in the agency deciding to issue 
a supplemental EIS analyzing that alternative.  Or if you, or your 
organization, later go to court to argue that a certain alternative 
should have been analyzed in the NEPA document, the judge may 
find that the court won’t consider that information because you 
should have raised your concern earlier during the NEPA process. 

Contact the Agency

Your first line of recourse should be with the individual that the 
agency has identified as being in charge of this particular process.   



Having Your Voice Heard    29

See if you can sit down with him or her to discuss your concern(s).  
You may be pleasantly surprised at the response.  

Other Assistance 

If, for some reason, you believe that the process ahead may be 
particularly contentious or challenging, given a past history of 
community conflict or deeply divided interests, consider raising with 
the lead agency the possibility of designing a collaborative process 
with outside assistance.  

One source of such assistance is the U.S. Institute for Environmental 
Conflict Resolution.  Located in Tucson, Arizona, as part of the Morris 
K. Udall Foundation, the Institute is a Federal entity that offers neutral 
environmental conflict resolution design, facilitation, education, 
training, and mediation.  Anyone, whether in or out of government, 
can call the Institute and ask to speak to a professional staff person 
to discuss the potential for the Institute’s involvement in a proposed 
federal action.  You might want to look at its website at www.ecr.gov 
or contact the Institute to get a better sense of who they are and what 
they do.57  There may also be an environmental conflict resolution office 
in your state that can provide assistance, and there are also many other 
individuals and organizations in the private sector that provide various 
types of conflict resolution services.  The U.S. Institute also maintains 
a publicly accessible roster of environmental mediators and facilitators 
(available at www.ecr.gov by clicking on “Resources”). 

NEPA’s Requirements

Perhaps your concern involves understanding a legal requirement.  
There are, of course, many ways to obtain the advice of lawyers 
knowledgeable about the NEPA process:  the lead agency, 
private attorneys, and public interest attorneys.  Build your own 
understanding by reading information on the NEPA net website 
at http://www.NEPA.gov.  You may also call the General Counsel’s 
office or the Associate Director for NEPA Oversight at the Council 
on Environmental Quality for assistance in interpreting NEPA’s legal 
requirements or for advice and assistance if you have tried to work 
with the lead agency but feel those efforts have been unsuccessful (see 
Appendix D for contact information).

57 The Institute can be contacted via mailing address:  U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution, 
130 S. Scott Ave. Tucson, AZ 85701; phone: (520) 901-8501; or electronic mail: usiecr@ecr.gov.  You might 
also be interested in reviewing the April 2005 report of the National Environmental Conflict Resolution 
Advisory Committee that discusses the linkages between NEPA’s policies and environmental conflict 
resolution and is available at http://www.ecr.gov by clicking on “Resources” and “NEPA and ECR”.  
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Remedies Available

Finally, of course, there are both administrative and judicial 
remedies available.  A few Federal agencies, such as the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Service, have an administrative 
appeals process.  Each process is specific to that agency.  If an appeal 
is available, you may find it beneficial to invoke it to try to resolve 
your concerns with the agency’s decisions without the need for 
a legal challenge.  Moreover, a statute or agency regulation may 
require you to exhaust such an appeal procedure before seeking 
judicial review.  Citizens who believe that a Federal agency’s 
actions violate NEPA may seek judicial review (after any required 
administrative appeals) in Federal court under the Administration 
Procedures Act.  If you are represented by a lawyer, you should 
consult with him or her about appropriate options and about 
communicating with the Federal agencies.

Final Thoughts

This guide was developed to explain the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), how it is implemented, and how people outside 
the Federal government — individual citizens, private sector 
applicants, members of organized groups, or representatives of 
Tribal, State, or local government agencies — can better participate 
in the assessment of environmental impacts conducted by Federal 
agencies.  To learn more about CEQ and NEPA, visit our web sites at 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/ceq and http://www.nepa.gov or contact the 
CEQ Associate Director for NEPA Oversight at (202) 395-5750.  Your 
thoughts and comments on improving this Guide for future editions 
are always welcome and can be addressed to:

CEQ NEPA Citizens Guide 
722 Jackson Place, NW  
Washington, DC  20503  
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Appendix A  

NEPAnet and How to Use It

 
NEPAnet  

http://www.NEPA.gov

 
NEPAnet is the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA website 
which is supported by the Department of Energy.  It contains a wealth 
of information related to NEPA as it has developed over the years 
in agencies and through the courts.  Guidance as well as studies and 
reports from CEQ can be accessed from the site; and information on 
NEPA training can also be found. 

Under the “National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)” section there 
are several useful links including:

v  The NEPA Statute

v  Executive Orders 

v  CEQ Regulations for Implementing NEPA 

v  Individual Federal Agency Procedures for 
Implementing NEPA*

v  CEQ Guidance; topics include:

— Environmental Conflict Resolution

— Emergency Actions

— Cumulative Effects Analysis

— Cooperating Agencies

 
* The agency implementing procedures can be accessed here and are 
mentioned throughout the Citizen’s Guide as an important part of the 
process. 
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— Purpose and Need

— Forest Health Projects

— Environmental Justice

— Transboundary Impacts

— Pollution Prevention

— Scoping

— Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s 
NEPA Regulations

— Wetlands

— Prime Agricultural Land 

— Wild and Scenic Rivers

v Federal Agency NEPA Web Sites

v Federal NEPA Contacts 

v State Information 

v Tribal Information

The other sections provide information about:

v CEQ NEPA Studies

v CEQ NEPA Reports

v Environmental Impact Statements

v Environmental Impact Analysis

v Environmental Impact Assessment Professional 
Organizations

v International Environmental Impact Assessments

v NEPA Litigation

v NEPA Case law

v NEPA Training Information
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Appendix B  

The Federal Register and How to Use It

 
http://www.gpoaccess.gov/fr/index.html

The Federal Register is the official daily publication for rules, 
proposed rules, and notices of Federal agencies and organizations, 
as well as executive orders and other presidential documents. It is 
updated daily by 6 a.m. and is published Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays.  

This is where you’ll find notices from Federal agencies regarding 
their NEPA actions.  Information on the availability of documents, 
schedule of meetings, and notices of intent to prepare EISs are also 
published in the Federal Register.  In addition, EPA publishes a 
list of EISs that they have received from agencies each week, and a 
summary of ratings on EISs that they have reviewed.   

The easiest way to pull up notices is to have as much information 
as possible.  Key words such as the name of the agency, location of 
the action, date or date ranges of the publication are all helpful in 
the search.  
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Appendix C  

EPA’s EIS Rating System

 
EPA’s Environmental Impact Statement Rating System Criteria 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/comments/ratings.html

 
This website includes information about EISs that have been filed 
with EPA, EISs that are available for public comment, and information 
about EPA’s review and rating of individual EISs.

EPA has developed a set of criteria for rating draft EISs. The rating 
system provides a basis upon which EPA makes recommendations to 
the lead agency for improving the draft EIS. 

v  Rating the Environmental Impact of the Action 

v  Rating the Adequacy of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS)

Rating The Environmental Impact of The Action 
v  LO (Lack of Objections): The review has not identified 

any potential environmental impacts requiring 
substantive changes to the preferred alternative. 
The review may have disclosed opportunities for 
application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the 
proposed action. 

v  EC (Environmental Concerns): The review has 
identified environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the environment. 
Corrective measures may require changes to the 
preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. 
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v  EO (Environmental Objections): The review has 
identified significant environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to adequately protect 
the environment. Corrective measures may require 
substantial changes to the preferred alternative 
or consideration of some other project alternative 
(including the no action alternative or a new 
alternative). The basis for environmental Objections can 
include situations: 

1. Where an action might violate or be inconsistent with 
achievement or maintenance of a national environmental 
standard; 

2. Where the Federal agency violates its own substantive 
environmental requirements that relate to EPA’s areas of 
jurisdiction or expertise; 

3. Where there is a violation of an EPA policy declaration; 

4. Where there are no applicable standards or where 
applicable standards will not be violated but there is 
potential for significant environmental degradation 
that could be corrected by project modification or other 
feasible alternatives; or 

5. Where proceeding with the proposed action would set a 
precedent for future actions that collectively could result 
in significant environmental impacts. 

v  EU (Environmentally Unsatisfactory): The review has 
identified adverse environmental impacts that are of 
sufficient magnitude that EPA believes the proposed 
action must not proceed as proposed. The basis for an 
environmentally unsatisfactory determination consists 
of identification of environmentally objectionable 
impacts as defined above and one or more of the 
following conditions: 

1. The potential violation of or inconsistency with 
a national environmental standard is substantive 
and/or will occur on a long-term basis; 

2. There are no applicable standards but the severity, 
duration, or geographical scope of the impacts 
associated with the proposed action warrant special 
attention; or 
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3. The potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the proposed action are of national importance 
because of the threat to national environmental 
resources or to environmental policies. 

Rating The Adequacy of The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) 

v  1 (Adequate): The draft EIS adequately sets forth the 
environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative 
and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the 
project or action. No further analysis or data collection 
is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition 
of clarifying language or information. 

v  2 (Insufficient Information): The draft EIS does 
not contain sufficient information to fully assess 
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order 
to fully protect the environment, or the reviewer has 
identified new reasonably available alternatives that 
are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in 
the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental 
impacts of the proposal. The identified additional 
information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

v  3 (Inadequate): The draft EIS does not adequately 
assess the potentially significant environmental impacts 
of the proposal, or the reviewer has identified new, 
reasonably available, alternatives that are outside 
of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft 
EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. The 
identified additional information, data, analyses, or 
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should 
have full public review at a draft stage. This rating 
indicates EPA’s belief that the draft EIS does not 
meet the purposes of NEPA and/or the Section 309 
review, and thus should be formally revised and made 
available for public comment in a supplemental or 
revised draft EIS.
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Appendix D  

Agency NEPA Contacts

 
http://www.NEPA.gov 

http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/contacts.cfm

 
The list of Federal NEPA Contacts is maintained on NEPAnet (http://
www.NEPA.gov) under the heading “National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA)” and is periodically updated.  

The complete list is available via the link entitled “Federal NEPA 
Contacts” or available directly at http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/contacts.cfm.  
If you do not have computer access, call CEQ at (202) 395-5750 for 
assistance. 

The CEQ NEPA Contacts are:

Council on Environmental Quality 
722 Jackson Place, NW 
Washington, DC 20503 
Phone:  202-395-5750 
Fax:  202-456-6546

Mr. Horst Greczmiel, Associate Director for NEPA Oversight 
Ms. Dinah Bear, General Counsel 
Mr. Edward (Ted) Boling, Deputy General Counsel
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Appendix E  

Some Useful Definitions from the  
Council on Environmental Quality  
NEPA Implementing Regulations

Excerpts from 40 CFR part 1508 
http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/toc_ceq.htm 

Section 1508.4 Categorical exclusion. 

“Categorical exclusion” means a category of actions which do not 
individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human 
environment and which have been found to have no such effect 
in procedures adopted by a Federal agency in implementation of 
these regulations (Sec. 1507.3) and for which, therefore, neither an 
environmental assessment nor an environmental impact statement 
is required. An agency may decide in its procedures or otherwise, 
to prepare environmental assessments for the reasons stated in Sec. 
1508.9 even though it is not required to do so. Any procedures under 
this section shall provide for extraordinary circumstances in which a 
normally excluded action may have a significant environmental effect. 

Section 1508.5 Cooperating agency. 

“Cooperating agency” means any Federal agency other than a lead 
agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect 
to any environmental impact involved in a proposal (or a reasonable 
alternative) for legislation or other major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment. The selection and 
responsibilities of a cooperating agency are described in Sec. 1501.6. 
A State or local agency of similar qualifications or, when the effects 
are on a reservation, an Indian Tribe, may by agreement with the lead 
agency become a cooperating agency. 

Section 1508.7 Cumulative impact. 

“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
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present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other 
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

Section 1508.8 Effects. 

“Effects” include:

 (a) Direct effects, which are caused by the action and 
occur at the same time and place.

 (b) Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and 
are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are 
still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include 
growth inducing effects and other effects related to 
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population 
density or growth rate, and related effects on air and 
water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.

Effects and impacts as used in these regulations are synonymous. 
Effects includes ecological (such as the effects on natural resources 
and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected 
ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, 
whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also include 
those resulting from actions which may have both beneficial and 
detrimental effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the 
effect will be beneficial. 

Section 1508.9 Environmental assessment. 

“Environmental assessment”:

 (a) Means a concise public document for which a 
Federal agency is responsible that serves to:

1. Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for 
determining whether to prepare an environmental 
impact statement or a finding of no significant 
impact.

2. Aid an agency’s compliance with the Act when no 
environmental impact statement is necessary.

3. Facilitate preparation of a statement when one is 
necessary.
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 (b) Shall include brief discussions of the need for the 
proposal, of alternatives as required by section 102(2)
(E), of the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives, and a listing of agencies and 
persons consulted. 

Section 1508.11 Environmental impact statement. 

“Environmental impact statement” means a detailed written statement 
as required by section 102(2)(C) of the Act. 

Section 1508.12 Federal agency. 

“Federal agency” means all agencies of the Federal Government. It 
does not mean the Congress, the Judiciary, or the President, including 
the performance of staff functions for the President in his Executive 
Office. It also includes for purposes of these regulations States and 
units of general local government and Indian Tribes assuming NEPA 
responsibilities under section 104(h) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974. 

Section 1508.13 Finding of no significant impact. 

“Finding of no significant impact” means a document by a Federal 
agency briefly presenting the reasons why an action, not otherwise 
excluded (Sec. 1508.4), will not have a significant effect on the human 
environment and for which an environmental impact statement 
therefore will not be prepared. It shall include the environmental 
assessment or a summary of it and shall note any other environmental 
documents related to it (Sec. 1501.7(a)(5)). If the assessment is 
included, the finding need not repeat any of the discussion in the 
assessment but may incorporate it by reference. 

Section 1508.14 Human environment. 

“Human environment” shall be interpreted comprehensively to 
include the natural and physical environment and the relationship 
of people with that environment. (See the definition of “effects” (Sec. 
1508.8).) This means that economic or social effects are not intended 
by themselves to require preparation of an environmental impact 
statement. When an environmental impact statement is prepared and 
economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 
interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss all 
of these effects on the human environment. 
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Section 1508.16 Lead agency. 

“Lead agency” means the agency or agencies preparing or having 
taken primary responsibility for preparing the environmental impact 
statement. 

Section 1508.18 Major federal action. 

“Major federal action” includes actions with effects that may be major 
and which are potentially subject to federal control and responsibility. 
Major reinforces but does not have a meaning independent of 
significantly (Sec. 1508.27). Actions include the circumstance where 
the responsible officials fail to act and that failure to act is reviewable 
by courts or administrative tribunals under the Administrative 
Procedure Act or other applicable law as agency action.

 (a) Actions include new and continuing activities, 
including projects and programs entirely or partly 
financed, assisted, conducted, regulated, or approved 
by Federal agencies; new or revised agency rules, 
regulations, plans, policies, or procedures; and 
legislative proposals (Secs. 1506.8, 1508.17). Actions 
do not include funding assistance solely in the form of 
general revenue sharing funds, distributed under the 
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, 31 U.S.C. 
1221 et seq., with no Federal agency control over the 
subsequent use of such funds. Actions do not include 
bringing judicial or administrative civil or criminal 
enforcement actions. 

 (b) Federal actions tend to fall within one of the 
following categories: 

1. Adoption of official policy, such as rules, 
regulations, and interpretations adopted pursuant 
to the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
551 et seq.; treaties and international conventions 
or agreements; formal documents establishing 
an agency’s policies which will result in or 
substantially alter agency programs.

2. Adoption of formal plans, such as official 
documents prepared or approved by Federal 
agencies which guide or prescribe alternative uses 
of federal resources, upon which future agency 
actions will be based.
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3. Adoption of programs, such as a group of 
concerted actions to implement a specific policy or 
plan; systematic and connected agency decisions 
allocating agency resources to implement a specific 
statutory program or executive directive.

4. Approval of specific projects, such as construction 
or management activities located in a defined 
geographic area. Projects include actions approved 
by permit or other regulatory decision as well as 
federal and federally assisted activities.

Section 1508.20 Mitigation.

“Mitigation” includes:

 (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a 
certain action or parts of an action.

 (b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or 
magnitude of the action and its implementation.

 (c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or 
restoring the affected environment.

 (d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by 
preservation and maintenance operations during the 
life of the action.

 (e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or 
providing substitute resources or environments.

Section 1508.22 Notice of intent. 

“Notice of intent” means a notice that an environmental impact 
statement will be prepared and considered. The notice shall briefly:

 (a) Describe the proposed action and possible 
alternatives.

 (b) Describe the agency’s proposed scoping process 
including whether, when, and where any scoping 
meeting will be held.

 (c) State the name and address of a person within the 
agency who can answer questions about the proposed 
action and the environmental impact statement.
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Section 1508.23 Proposal. 

“Proposal” exists at that stage in the development of an action when 
an agency subject to the Act has a goal and is actively preparing to 
make a decision on one or more alternative means of accomplishing 
that goal and the effects can be meaningfully evaluated. Preparation 
of an environmental impact statement on a proposal should be timed 
(Sec. 1502.5) so that the final statement may be completed in time 
for the statement to be included in any recommendation or report 
on the proposal. A proposal may exist in fact as well as by agency 
declaration that one exists. 

Section 1508.25 Scope.

“Scope” consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts 
to be considered in an environmental impact statement. The scope 
of an individual statement may depend on its relationships to other 
statements (Secs.1502.20 and 1508.28). To determine the scope of 
environmental impact statements, agencies shall consider 3 types of 
actions, 3 types of alternatives, and 3 types of impacts. They include:

 (a) Actions (other than unconnected single actions) 
which may be:

(1) Connected actions, which means that they are 
closely related and therefore should be discussed in 
the same impact statement. Actions are connected if 
they:

 (i) Automatically trigger other actions which may 
require environmental impact statements. 

 (ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions 
are taken previously or simultaneously. 

 (iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and 
depend on the larger action for their justification.

(2) Cumulative actions, which when viewed with other 
proposed actions have cumulatively significant 
impacts and should therefore be discussed in the 
same impact statement.

(3) Similar actions, which when viewed with other 
reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, 
have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating 
their environmental consequencies together, such 
as common timing or geography. An agency may 
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wish to analyze these actions in the same impact 
statement. It should do so when the best way to 
assess adequately the combined impacts of similar 
actions or reasonable alternatives to such actions is 
to treat them in a single impact statement.

 (b) Alternatives, which include: 

 (1) No action alternative. 

 (2) Other reasonable courses of actions. 

 (3) Mitigation measures (not in the proposed 
action). 

 (c) Impacts, which may be: (1) Direct; (2) indirect; (3) 
cumulative. 

Section 1508.27 Significantly. 

“Significantly” as used in NEPA requires considerations of both 
context and intensity:

 (a) Context. This means that the significance of an 
action must be analyzed in several contexts such as 
society as a whole (human, national), the affected 
region, the affected interests, and the locality. 
Significance varies with the setting of the proposed 
action. For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, 
significance would usually depend upon the effects 
in the locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both 
short- and long-term effects are relevant.

 (b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact. 
Responsible officials must bear in mind that more than 
one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of 
a major action. The following should be considered in 
evaluating intensity:

(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. 
A significant effect may exist even if the Federal 
agency believes that on balance the effect will be 
beneficial.

(2) The degree to which the proposed action affects 
public health or safety.

(3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such 
as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park 
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lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic 
rivers, or ecologically critical areas.

(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of 
the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial.

(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the 
human environment are highly uncertain or 
involve unique or unknown risks.

(6) The degree to which the action may establish a 
precedent for future actions with significant effects 
or represents a decision in principle about a future 
consideration.

(7) Whether the action is related to other actions 
with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. Significance exists if it is 
reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant 
impact on the environment. Significance cannot 
be avoided by terming an action temporary or by 
breaking it down into small component parts.

(8) The degree to which the action may adversely 
affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places or may cause 
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, 
or historical resources.

(9) The degree to which the action may adversely 
affect an endangered or threatened species or its 
habitat that has been determined to be critical 
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, 
State, or local law or requirements imposed for the 
protection of the environment. 

Section 1508.28 Tiering. 

“Tiering” refers to the coverage of general matters in broader 
environmental impact statements (such as national program or policy 
statements) with subsequent narrower statements or environmental 
analyses (such as regional or basinwide program statements or 
ultimately site-specific statements) incorporating by reference the 
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general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to 
the statement subsequently prepared. Tiering is appropriate when the 
sequence of statements or analyses is:

 (a) From a program, plan, or policy environmental 
impact statement to a program, plan, or policy 
statement or analysis of lesser scope or to a site-specific 
statement or analysis.

 (b) From an environmental impact statement on a 
specific action at an early stage (such as need and site 
selection) to a supplement (which is preferred) or a 
subsequent statement or analysis at a later stage (such 
as environmental mitigation). Tiering in such cases is 
appropriate when it helps the lead agency to focus on 
the issues which are ripe for decision and exclude from 
consideration issues already decided or not yet ripe. 
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281 EIS

Welcome!

Public Scoping Meeting #2

US 281 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) 

5:30 P.M. – 8:30 P.M.

Tuesday November 17, 2009
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- Please Sign In -

Registration And 
Information

Pick Up Your Information Packet• 

Tour the Exhibits at Your Own Pace • 

Join us for the Public Presentation at • 
6:30 P.M. 

Participate in the Small Group Work • 
Sessions from 7:00 P.M. - 8:00 P.M.

Please Record Your Comments• 
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How to Record and 
Submit Your Comments

At the Meeting:
Fill out a • comment card and drop in the comment 
box 

   and/or 

Gi• ve your comments verbally to the Court Reporter

After the Meeting:
Submit comments•  by fax to 210-495-5403 or 
e-mail to US281EIS@AlamoRMA.org  (Electronic 
comments will continue to be received through 
Monday, November 30, 2009)

Mail w• ritten comments (postmarked by Monday, 
November 30, 2009) to:

Leroy Alloway, Director, Community Development
Alamo Regional Mobility Authority
1222 N. Main Avenue, Suite 1000
San Antonio, Texas  78212
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Court Reporter 

All Comments given to the 
Court Reporter will be included 

in the Public Meeting Record
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c o u n c i l  o n  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  q u a l i t y 
e x e c u t i v e  o f f i c e  o f  t h e  p r e s i d e n t

LEAD AGENCIES:  
Alamo Regional Mobility Authority•	

Federal	Highway	Administration•	

Texas	Department	of	Transportation	–	•	
Environmental	Affairs	Division

INVITED COOPERATING AND 
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers•	

U.S. Department of Agriculture, •	
Natural	Resources	Conservation	
Services

U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency•	

U.S. Fish and Wildlife•	

U.S. Department of the Interior•	

Native	American	Tribes	(multiple)•	

Texas Historical Commission•	

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department•	

Texas Commission on Environmental •	
Quality

Bexar County•	

City of San Antonio•	

Comal County•	

City of Bulverde•	

Edwards Aquifer Authority•	

San Antonio Water System•	

San Antonio River Authority•	

San Antonio-Bexar County •	
Metropolitan	Planning	Organization

VIA Metropolitan Transit•	

Alamo Area Council of Governments•	

Bexar Metropolitan Water District•	

Camp Bullis•	

Agencies Involved in the 
EIS Process
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Fulfill the responsibilities of each 1. 
generation as trustee of the environment 
for succeeding generations;

Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, 2. 
productive, and aesthetically and 
culturally pleasing surroundings;

Attain the widest range of beneficial 3. 
uses of the environment without 
degradation, risk to health or safety, 
or other undesirable and unintended 
consequences;

Preserve important historic, cultural, and 4. 
natural aspects of our national heritage, 
and maintain, wherever possible, an 
environment which supports diversity, 
and variety of individual choice;

Achieve a balance between population 5. 
and resource use which will permit high 
standards of living and a wide sharing of 
life’s amenities; and 

Enhance the quality of renewable 6. 
resources and approach the maximum 
attainable recycling of depletable 
resources.

NEPA’s National Objectives:

The Congress recognizes that each 
person should enjoy a healthful 

environment and that each person 
has a responsibility to contribute to 
the preservation and enhancement of 
the environment.

A Federal agency must prepare an EIS 
if it is proposing a major federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of 
the human environment.

Excerpts from: A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA, December 2007

What is NEPA? 
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The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requires 

agencies to undertake 
an assessment of the 
environmental effects of their 
proposed actions prior to 
making decisions.  Two major 
purposes of the environmental 
review process are better 
informed decisions and citizen 
involvement both of which 
should lead to implementation 
on NEPA’s policies. 

In 1969, the Congress declared 
“that it is the continuing policy 
of the Federal Government, 
in cooperation with the State 
and local governments, and 
other concerned public and 
private organizations, to use 
all practicable means and 
measures ...to create and 
maintain conditions under 
which man and nature can exist 
in productive harmony, and 
fulfill the social, economic, and 
other requirements of present 
and future generations of 
Americans.”

Excerpts from: A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA, December 2007 

What is NEPA? 
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Publish notice of intent (noi) to initiate
environmental imPact statement (eis) Process

Public involvement - eis scoPing meeting
NEEd aNd PurPoSE - auguSt 2009

begin PreParation of Draft eis (Deis)

Public involvement – eis scoPing meeting
PrELIMINarY ProJECt aLtErNatIVES - NoVEMbEr 2009*

Public involvement – Public meeting
rECoMMENdEd rEaSoNabLE aLtErNatIVES - FEbruarY 2010*

DeveloP
alternatives

comPlete PreParation of Deis

feDeral highWaY aDministration (fhWa) revieW of Deis
anD aPProval for circulation

Publish notice of availabilitY in
feDeral anD texas registers

Distribute Deis to local, state, anD feDeral agencies
(anD other interesteD Parties)

Public involvement – Public hearing
dEIS - aPrIL 2011*

receive, analYZe anD aDDress comments

DeveloP PreferreD alternative anD
PrePare final eis (feis)

fhWa revieW of feis

Publish notice of availabilitY in
feDeral anD texas registers

Distribute feis to local, state, anD feDeral agencies
(anD other interesteD Parties)

fhWa issues a recorD of Decision (roD)
final environmental aPProval - februarY 2012*

Public involvement – Public meeting
IdENtIFICatIoN oF tHE PrEFErrEd aLtErNatIVE - auguSt 2011*

* approximate Dates



What is a Need and 
Purpose Statement?

Preliminary Need 
and Purpose:

GROWTH

SAFETY

FUNCTIONALITY

QUALITY OF LIFE 

The Need and Purpose 
Statement explains why 

an action is necessary and 
what purpose the action 

will serve.  The Statement 
serves as the basis for 

identifying and evaluating 
preliminary alternatives 
that meet the need and 

purpose.
Excerpts from: A Citizen’s Guide to the NEPA, December 2007 



281 EIS

The population in the project area is estimated 
to more than double by the year 2035

Project Area Population - Historic and Projected
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Total Growth
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169.5%1990 – 2000

Total Growth

208.6%1990 – 2000

Bexar County

110.2%1990 – 2000

Comal County

Historical Population Growth – US Census

More than half of the growth by 2035   
is expected to be in Comal County

Source: US Census Bureau, 1970, 1980, 1990 & 2000 & San Antonio-Bexar County Metropolitan Planning Organization, as of June 2009

Source: Comal County Engineer’s Office, as of June 2008

Project Area Population - Historical and Projected

Project Area Population by County
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Project Area Population by County

Project Area

26.1 %2004 to 2006 – Bexar County

5,0922006

4,0362004

Bexar County

190.9 %2004 to 2008 – Comal County

9,6022008

3,3012004

Comal County

% ChangeNumber of New Lots * (Annual)

Source: City of San Antonio, as of 2006  &
Comal County Engineer’s Office, as of June 2008

Growth of Residential Development 
Along US 281

* Lots in Bexar County assume 2.19 lots per acre

Source: City of San Antonio, as of July 2009

Camp Bullis

History of Development Along US 281 in Bexar County

281

1604

Working Master Development Plans

Master Development Plans 2009

Master Development Plans 2000 - 2008

Master Development Plans 1990 - 1999

Master Development Plans 1980 - 1989
Parks Cities and Towns Bexar County

Working Public Utility Districts

Public Utility Districts 2009

Public Utility Districts 2006 - 2009

Public Utility Districts 2003 - 2005
Project Limits
3 Miles from Camp Bullis
5 Miles from Camp Bullis

281

Steubing Ranch

Oliver Ranch
Indian Springs

Canyon 
Springs 
Ranch

Stone Oak

Encino Park

Cibolo Canyon

Sendero 
Ranch

Laredo 
Encino

Timberwood
Park

Laredo 
Springs

Growth
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The crash rate on US 281 is substantially 
higher than the Statewide average

Source: Traffic Operations Division, Texas Department of Transportation, as of  June 2009

Total Cost of Crashes 2003 to 2007
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The cost of crashes on US 281 was almost twice 
as much as an average US Highway in Texas

Number of Crashes per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Source: Traffic Operations Division, Texas Department of Transportation, as of June 2009

Urban - Crashes per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled Rural - Crashes per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled

Source: Texas Department of Transportation, as of June 2009 and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, as of 2006 Source: Texas Department of Transportation, as of  June 2009 and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, as of 2006

Total Cost of Crashes – 2003 to 2007 US 281 Crash Cost Comparison – 2003 to 2007

Safety
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US 281 is classified as an arterial roadway to provide mobility through the 
corridor. However, recent land development trends have increased local traffic 
resulting in a conflict between mobility and accessibility.

Mobility
(Serving through traffic)

Accessibility
(Serving local traffic)

Proportion 
of Service

Freeways & 
Arterial 

Roadways

Collector 
Streets

Local    
Streets

US 281

Borgfeld Rd /    
Encino Rio

Streets       
most people 

live on

Functional 
Class

Example

Source: FHWA Highway Capacity Manual, 2000

Intersections and Driveways

100%6,887Total

86%5,952Through

14%935Local

Marshall Road

100%11,770Total

59%6,985Through

41%4,785 Local

Stone Oak Pkwy

100%12,300Total

63%7,770Through

37%4,530Local

Evans Road

100%13,751Total

80%10,955Through

20%2,796Local

Encino Rio

US 281 today has a 
total of: 

7 signalized 
intersections, 

19 unsignalized 
intersections, and 

About 80 driveways.

Source: Texas Department of Transportation, Statewide Planning Map, 2009

Source: City of San Antonio, Aerial Image 2008

Roadway Functional Classes

Local & Through Traffic during Peak Hours

Roadway Class and Function

Source: Alamo RMA, 281 Proposed Super Street Traffic Study, as of June 2009

Functionality
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Level of Service A

Level of Service D

LEVEL OF SERVICE

During Peak Hours US 281 experiences diminished     
Level of Service and slow Average Speed

Level of Service B

Level of Service C

Level of Service E

Level of Service F

US 281 Average Speed – AM Peak US 281 Average Speed – PM Peak

US 281 Level of Service – AM Peak US 281 Level of Service – PM Peak

Source: US 281 EIS Study Team, Travel Time Study, May 2009 Source: US 281 EIS Study Team, Travel Time Study, May 2009

Source: US 281 EIS Study Team, Travel Time Study, May 2009 Source: US 281 EIS Study Team, Travel Time Study, May 2009

Source: FHWA Highway Capacity Manual, 2000

During the morning 
commute US 281 
functions at 
Level of Service F
from Overlook Pkwy 
to Encino Rio

During the evening 
commute US 281 
functions at 
Level of Service D & F
from Loop 1604  to 
Marshall Rd

During the morning 
commute traffic flows 
at an average speed of 
40 mile per hour or 
less from Overlook 
Pkwy to Encino Rio

During the evening 
commute traffic flows 
at an average speed of 
40 miles per hour or 
less from Loop 1604  
to Marshall Rd

Functionality
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The annual hours of delay on US 281 and 
the cost of congestion are expected to 
increase 172% from 2006 to 2014

Southbound looking North
Source: Alamo RMA, 281 Proposed Super Street Traffic Study, as of June 2009

Harmful On-Road emissions are 
expected to increase by 27% from 
2006 to 2014

On-road vehicles are a substantial source 
of air toxics that pose potential 
respiratory health risk along US 281

Source: EPA - National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment, 1996, 1999 & 2002

On-road Sources include 
cars, vans, trucks, 
motorcycles, and buses.

Non-road Mobile Sources
include a wide variety of 
categories including 
industrial, lawn and 
garden, construction, 
recreational, and farm 
equipment.

Area Sources are from a 
fixed location for which air 
toxics is known.  

Background Sources are 
inventoried collectively 
because their specific 
locations are not known. 

Annual Total Emissions During AM/PM Peak Hours

Annual Hours of Delay During AM/PM Peak Hours

Total vehicle emissions cost along the        
US 281 corridor is expected to increase 
over 46% in health, ecological and 
aesthetic expenses by 2014 

Source: Alamo RMA, 281 Proposed Super Street Traffic Study, as of June 2009

Total Annual Cost of Vehicle Emissions*

Source: Alamo RMA, Super Street Traffic Study, as of June 2009 and Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2006 

US 281 at 11:30 am on June 12, 2009

Southbound looking South

Sources of Air Toxics Along the US 281 Corridor that 
Pose Potential Respiratory Health Risk

$   538,448

$      49,899

$    238,399

$    250,150

2014

46.6%

46.5%

46.7%

46.5%

Percent 
Change  

(2006-2014)

$   479,981$     367,313Total

$      44,483$       34,058Carbon 
Monoxide

$    212,376$     162,535Volatile Organic 
Compounds

$    223,122$     170,720Nitrogen Oxides

20112006Emission Type

* Costs are calculated using expenses related to health, ecological, and aesthetic degradation

Note: Future Emissions and Associated Costs are based on 2006 emission factors and do not 
reflect more recent policy incentives, such as the ‘Cash for Clunkers’ program, or technological 
advancement in the automotive industry that could reduce mobile sources of air pollution.

Quality of Life
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VIA Bus Routes Bicycle Facilities

There are limited facilities for alternative modes 

of transportation along US 281

Source: City of San Antonio, as of January 2004Source: City of San Antonio, VIA, as of August 2008

Source: www.walkscore.com & Google Maps, Street View, as of July 2009

Walking Path Worn Into the Grass  Along US 281,  May 2009

Residential Development in Close Proximity to US 281, August 2009

Traffic Signals are Designed for Cars, not Pedestrians, May 2009

How “Walkable” Is the US 281 Corridor?

* Walk Score is out of 100 based on proximity to amenities.

45City of San Antonio

YesYes/Part77Sonterra Blvd

NoNo22Redland Rd

NoYes55Encino Rio

NoYes/Part25Evans Rd

NoYes20Stone Oak Pkwy

NoNo12Marshall Rd

NoYes5Wilderness Oak

NoYes6Overlook Pkwy

YesNo9Bulverde Rd

NoNo20Borgfeld Rd

Crosswalk at US 281SidewalksWalk Score*Street

Virtually no neighborhood destinations are within walking range.0 – 24

Only a few destinations are within walking range.  For most 
errands, driving is a must.

25 – 49

Some stores and amenities are within walking distance, but many 
everyday trips still require a car.

50 – 69

It’s possible to get by without owning a car.70 – 89

Most errands can be accomplished on foot and many people get 
by without owning a car.

90 – 100

Quality of Life



Level 1: 
Fatal Flaw 
Analysis

Level 2: 
Detailed
Modal Analysis

Level 3:
Detailed Multi-
Modal Analysis

Sc
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Number of Alternatives

Large Number
of Preliminary 
Alternatives

Small 
Number of 
Alternatives 
for Draft EIS

Level of Analysis

Qualitative
Analysis

Quantitative
Analysis C
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Develop Multi-Modal 
Alternatives

Advance as  Complementary
Transportation Mode 

Alternatives

Advance as Primary 
Transportation Mode 

Alternatives

No

Yes

Eliminate with
Explanation

No

Eliminate with
Explanation

Others

Eliminate with
Explanation

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Reasonable 
Alternatives to 

be carried 
forward for 

detailed 
analysis in the 

Draft EIS

Preliminary
Alternatives

Alternatives
Carried 

Forward into  
Level 2 

Screening

Are there 
any Fatal 

Flaws?

Compare 
Multi-Modal
Packages

Meet part or 
all of project 
objectives?

Continuing Public & Agency Involvement

Meets Less than 50% of 
Future Travel Demand

Meets Greater than 50% of 
Future Travel Demand

Detailed Alternative Screening ProcessDetailed Alternative Screening Process

Alternatives Evaluation ProcessAlternatives Evaluation Process

We are 
here

We are here

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS



ALTERNATIVES SCREENING 
PROCESS

Level 1: Fatal Flaw Analysis (Qualitati ve)
Evaluate Alternati ves for Fatal Flaws:• 

Not compati ble with regional plans• 

Unproven technology• 

Major adverse impacts• 

Level 2: Detailed Modal Analysis 
(Quanti tati ve)

Evaluati on based on quanti tati ve measures • 
may include:

Capacity and demand• 

Safety improvement• 

Travel ti me improvement• 

Engineering feasibility• 

Alternati ves grouped as primary and • 
complementary transportati on modes

Level 3: Detailed Multi -Modal Analysis 
(Quanti tati ve)

Combine primary and complementary • 
transportati on modes to form 
comprehensive soluti ons

Detailed evaluati on/comparison of multi -• 
modal alternati ves using additi onal criteria 
such as:

Right-of-way requirements • 

Relocati on and displacements• 

Cost eff ecti veness• 

Environmental considerati ons• 

Recommendati on of a set of reasonable • 
alternati ves for evaluati on in the Draft  EIS 

All Draft  EIS Highway Improvement 
Alternati ves will be analyzed for both toll 
and non-toll eff ects

Public review and comment on reasonable 
alternati ves



Description:

Focus growth within urban • 
core 

Encourage more efficient • 
land use and reduce trip 
lengths

Part of the MPO Long • 
Range Plan

Recommendation: To be carried forward for 
Level 2 Screening

Description:

US 281 Super Street • 
improvements 

Upgrade to the Loop 1604/• 
US 281 Interchange

All planned short and • 
long range regional 
transportation 
improvements (except the 
US 281 Corridor North of 
Loop 1604)

Short-term minor • 
maintenance and safety improvements 
that maintain the continued operation of 
existing US 281 North of Loop 1604

Provides a baseline to compare against all build 
alternatives

Recommendation: To be carried forward to the 
Draft EIS

No Build Alternative

1

Proposed US 281 / Loop 1604 Interchange Project

281 North to Loop 1604 West

Est.  2013 Traffic -
13500 Vehicles Per Day

281 North to Loop 1604 
East

Est.  2013Traffic -
11250 Vehicles Per Day

Loop 1604 West  to 281 
South

Est.  2013 Traffic -
12500 Vehicles Per Day   

Loop 1604 East to 281 
South

Est.  2013 Traffic –
12550 Vehicles Per Day

Preliminary Alternatives

Growth Management

Description:

More efficient • 
means of making 
short trips

Low cost• 

Reduces congestion • 

Promotes healthy • 
lifestyle

Recommendation: To be carried forward for 
Level 2 Screening

Bike & Pedestrian Facilities

Description:

Easily implemented, low capital cost • 
transportation improvements that increase 
the efficiency of transportation facilities and 
services

Examples: 

Improved intersection or signal operation• 

Access management • 

Ridesharing• 

Incident management program• 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for 
Level 2 Screening

Transportation System Management 
(TSM)

Description: 

Typically refers to policies, programs, and • 
actions that are directed towards decreasing 
single occupant vehicle travel

Examples:

Area pricing• 

Mandatory alternative work schedules • 

Parking management• 

Recommendation: To be carried forward for 
Level 2 Screening

Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM)

Preliminary Alternatives

San Diego, California

Super Street
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281 EIS

Preliminary Alternatives - Fixed Guideway Transit*

Description:

• Commonly called metros or 
subways

• Operates in densely populated 
urban areas on steel tracks in 
exclusive right-of-way

• Powered by an electrified third rail 
alongside the track

Heavy Rail

Description:

• Typically operates in freight rail 
right-of-way

• May use locomotives with 
passenger cars or self-propelled 
passenger cars, known as Diesel 
Multiple Units (DMUs)

• Serves longer distance commute

Commuter Rail 

Recommendation: To be eliminated (not compatible with regional plans)

Description:

• Found in major airports, activity 
centers, and downtown areas

• Similar to monorail (driverless, 
electrically powered and exclusive 
right-of-way)

• May be tunneled, elevated, and/or 
at grade

Automated Guideway Transit

Washington, DC

Detroit, MI

Typical Characteristics:

• Service Distance:  15-40 miles 

• Station Spacing:   ½-5 miles

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/70 mph

• Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period)

            10-20 minutes (off peak period)

• Car Capacity:    60-80 seated (plus standees)

Typical Characteristics:

• Service Distance:  20-80 miles 

• Station Spacing:   2-10 miles

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/90 mph

• Service Frequency: 30 minutes (peak period)

                                    60 minutes (off peak period)

• Car Capacity:    100-150 seated

Typical Characteristics:

• Service Distance:  1-5 miles 

• Station Spacing:   ¼-½ mile

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/30 mph

• Service Frequency: 1-10 minutes (peak period)

            5-20 minutes (off peak period)

• Car Capacity:    30-100 seated

Description:

• Elevated on a concrete or steel 
guideway

• Can be operated by a driver or 
automated

• Historically used in recreational 
areas or downtowns

Monorail

Fort Worth, TX

Typical Characteristics:

• Service Distance:  1-18 miles 

• Station Spacing:   ¼-1 mile

• Speeds (Avg/Max): 30 mph/70 mph

• Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period)

            10-20 minutes (off peak period)

• Car Capacity:    28-30 seated (plus standees)

Recommendation: To be eliminated (not compatible with regional plans)

Recommendation: To be eliminated (not compatible with corridor plans)

Recommendation: To be eliminated (not compatible with regional plans)

Las Vegas, NV

*North of Loop 1604
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Description:

Designed to provide • 
personalized service 
between specific origin 
and destination stations

Operates on demand • 
with no intermediate 
stops

Personal Rapid Transit Recommendation: To be eliminated (not compatible with regional plans)

Description:

Medium capacity, • 
higher speed service in 
urban areas

Operates on steel rails • 
with overhead electric 
power

Can operate in exclusive • 
rights-of-way (either at-
grade or elevated) and 
share city streets

Light Rail Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Description:

Shares city streets to • 
provide circulation or 
connector services

Operates on steel • 
wheels or rubber tires 
with overhead electric 
power

Streetcar Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Preliminary Alternatives - Fixed Guideway Transit*

Morgantown, WV

Houston, TX

Portland, OR

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  1-5 miles • 

Station Spacing:   ¼-½  mile• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/30 mph• 

Service Frequency: 10 seconds - 1 minute• 

Car Capacity:    < 5 seated• 

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  5-20 miles • 

Station Spacing:   ½-2 miles• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 20-25 mph/70 mph• 

Service Frequency: 5-10 minutes (peak period)• 

            10-20 minutes (off peak period)

Car Capacity:    32-90 seated (plus standees)• 

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  5 miles or less• 

Station Spacing:   ¼-½ miles• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 8-15 mph/45 mph• 

Service Frequency: 10-15 minutes (peak period)• 

            30-60 minutes (off-peak period)

Car Capacity:    16-60 seated (plus standees)• 

*North of Loop 1604
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Preliminary Alternatives - Non Fixed Guideway Transit*

Description:

Operates in mixed traffic on • 
existing streets

On-board fare collection• 

Frequent stops and wide coverage • 
area

Fixed Route Bus Service Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Description:

Limited stops and direct routes • 
between clusters of origins and 
destinations (e.g. suburb to 
downtown)

Operates in mixed traffic on • 
existing streets or in HOV Lanes 
(Dallas and Houston)

Faster and more expensive than • 
Fixed Route service

Express Bus Service Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Description:

Operates in preferential or • 
exclusive bus lanes

Signal prioritization• 

Improved fare collection process• 

Easier boarding system • 

Enhanced Passenger Information • 
Technology

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

San Antonio, TX

San Antonio, TX

San Antonio, TX

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  varies• 

Station Spacing:    ¼- 1 mile• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 10-15 mph/60 mph• 

Service Frequency: 15-30 minutes (peak)• 

            60 minutes (off-peak)

Car Capacity:    40-50 seated • 

            (plus  standees)

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  varies• 

Station Spacing:    ½ - 10 miles• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 20-40 mph/60 mph• 

Service Frequency: 15-30 minutes (peak)• 

            60 minutes (off-peak)

Car Capacity:    40-50 seated • 

            (plus standees)

Typical Characteristics:

Service Distance:  8 - 15 miles or less• 

Station Spacing:   ½ - 1 mile• 

Speeds (Avg/Max): 15-40 mph/65 mph• 

Service Frequency: 10-15 minutes (peak)• 

            30-60 minutes (off-peak)

Car Capacity:    60 seated (plus standees)• 

*North of Loop 1604
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Description:

• Additional lanes on existing US 281 

• No grade separations or control of access

Add Lanes to Existing US 281 Corridor

Preliminary Alternatives - Highway Improvements*

Description:

• Grade separation at major intersections

• Access to adjacent land use via short frontage roads and driveways

• Does not include continuous frontage roads

Grade Separated Intersections

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Description:

• Upgrade Bulverde Road and/or Blanco Road

• Diversion of traffic from US 281 to parallel corridors

Expand Parallel Corridors 

New Parallel Corridor

Description:

• Convert US 281 to completely grade separated expressway with 
continuous frontage roads

• Access to adjacent land uses through continuous frontage roads

• At grade, elevated and/or depressed options

Upgrade Existing US 281 to Expressway

Description:

• Add Additional HOV/HOT Lanes to Existing US 281 Corridor

• Increases vehicle occupancy rates

• Could be reversible by direction

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes

Recommendation: To be eliminated (high adverse impacts)

 US 281 Today - Between Stone Oak Parkway and Evans Road - San Antonio,  TX

 US 281 at Donella Drive - San Antonio, TX Lee Roy Selmon Crosstown Expressway - 
Tampa, FL

San Antonio, TX

Blanco Road - San Antonio, TX

Houston, TX

Description:

• Build a new corridor parallel to US 281 between Bulverde Road and 
Blanco Road

Wurzbach Parkway at Perrin Beitel Road - San Antonio, TX

*North of Loop 1604

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Recommendation: To be carried forward for Level 2 Screening

Bulverde Road - San Antonio, TX



No Build

Light Rail

Streetcars

Fixed Route Bus

Express Bus

Bus Rapid Transit

Grade Separated 
Intersections

Add Lanes to Existing 
US 281

Expand Parallel 
Corridors 

Upgrade US 281 to 
an Expressway

High Occupancy 
Vehicles/High 

Occupancy Toll Lanes

Growth 
Management

Bike/Pedestrian 
Facilities

Transportation 
System 

Management
Transportation 

Demand 
Management

*Any of these alternatives may be combined into a package of improvements
Note: All of these alternatives apply to US 281 North of Loop 1604.

Yes      No

*Alternatives found to have fatal flaws

Heavy Rail

Commuter Rail

Monorail

Automated Guideway 
Transit

Personal Rapid Transit

New Parallel Corridor

What do You Think?

Should these Alternatives* be 
Eliminated from further Screening?

Yes      No

What do You Think?

Should these Alternatives* be carried 
forward for Level 2 Screening?
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Environmental Impact StatementEnvironmental Impact Statement

Public Scoping Meeting #2Public Scoping Meeting #2
November 17, 2009

Welcome to theWelcome to the



Community EngagementCommunity Engagement



Safety

Growth

Need and PurposeNeed and Purpose

The population in the project area is estimated to 

more than double by 2035

From 2003 - 2007 the crash rate on US 281 was 

substantially higher than the statewide average



Need and PurposeNeed and Purpose

Functionality
Over the last decade land development has increased

local traffic resulting in a conflict between mobility and 

accessibility

Quality
of Life

Limited facilities for alternative

modes of transportation

Harmful on-road emissions are expected 

to increase by 27% by 2014



Address

Growth

Improve

Functionality

Enhance

Quality of

Life

Improve

Safety
US 281

Threatened

Endangered

Species

Satisfy Travel

Demand Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Local & Through 

Traffic

Conflict Reduction

Maintain/Improve

Adjacent Land Use

Access

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates
Consistency w/ Local

& Regional Plans

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Mitigate Traffic Noise

Enhance Water 

Quality

Project Objectives



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

Enhance Water 

Quality

Be consistent with local and 
regional plans and policies



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Provide additional capacity to 
satisfy current and forecasted 

corridor travel demand

US 281 between Stone Oak Pkwy and Evans Road



Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Reduce travel times 
and increase travel 

speeds for through 

traffic during peak 
travel periods

US 281 south of Loop 1604



Reduce conflicts between local access 
and through traffic

US 281, San Antonio



Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Maintain and/or improve access to 
adjacent land uses and cross streets

US 281 at  Evans Road



Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce vehicle crash 
rates by providing for the 

safe and easy movement 

of motor vehicles within 
the corridor

Colorado Springs, Colorado



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Create a multi-modal 
transportation facility 

that is compatible 

with, and connects to 
the regional 

transportation network

Denver, Colorado



Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Allow for development 
of high capacity transit 

in the long term

Houston, Texas

Curitiba, Brazil



Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates

Enhance Water 

Quality

Maximize use of federal, 
state and local government 

funds and other non-tolled 

sources of funding

State Capitol, Austin, Texas



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Promote community 
wellness and 

contribute to a 

healthy community 
through safe facilities 

for walking and biking

Huntsville, Alabama
San Diego, CA



Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Protect the

Environment

Enhance Water 

Quality

Enhance water 
quality through 

management   
of stormwater

runoff

Cave near Medina Lake, Texas

Seattle, Washington



Multi-Modal

Transportation

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Consistency w/ Local

& Regional Plans

Protect the

Environment

Avoid negative impacts to 
threatened and endangered 

species and their habitat



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Improve Air Quality

US Highway 5, Los Angeles, California



Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Enhance Water 

Quality

Mitigate Traffic 
Noise

Prima Freeway, Scottsdale, Arizona

US 75, Dallas, Texas Santa Monica, California



Threatened

Endangered

Species

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates

Enhance Water 

Quality

Reflect the character and 
values of the corridor 

through aesthetic treatments 

and landscaping 
acceptable to corridor 

neighborhoods

I-20, Pecos, Texas

Bluebonnets of the Texas Hill Country

Adelphi Road, College Park, Maryland



Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Local & Through 

Traffic

Conflict Reduction

Maintain/Improve

Adjacent Land Use

Access

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Protect the

Environment

Protect the environment and 
avoid and/or minimize and 

mitigate adverse direct, 

indirect and cumulative 
impacts to social, economic 

and environmental resources

US 281 at Bulverde Road

US 281 North, San Antonio



Please Tour the Exhibits at Your 

Own Pace,

Ask Questions and Share Your 

Thoughts  

Please Tour the Exhibits at Your 

Own Pace,

Ask Questions and Share Your 

Thoughts  
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Address

Growth

Improve

Functionality

Enhance

Quality of

Life

Improve

Safety

Threatened

Endangered

Species

Satisfy Travel

Demand Travel:

Reduce time,

Increase speed

Multi-Modal

Transportation

High Capacity

Transit

Local & Through 

Traffic

Conflict Reduction

Maintain/Improve

Adjacent Land Use

Access

Safe Facilities for

Walking & Biking

Reduce Vehicle

Crash Rates
Consistency w/ Local

& Regional Plans

Maximize Use 

of

Non-Toll Funds

Protect the

Environment

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Mitigate Traffic Noise

Enhance Water 

Quality

Suggested Objectives

US 281



Alternatives DevelopmentAlternatives Development



Alternatives Evaluation ProcessAlternatives Evaluation Process

Level 1: 

Fatal Flaw 

Analysis

Level 2: 

Detailed

Modal Analysis

Level 3:

Detailed Multi-

Modal Analysis

We Are 

Here in the 

Process

S
c
re
e
n
in
g
 L
e
v
e
l

Number of Alternatives

Large Number

of Preliminary 

Alternatives

Small 

Number of 

Alternatives 

for Draft EIS

Level of Analysis

Qualitative

Analysis

Quantitative

Analysis C
o
n
ti
n
u
in
g
 P
u
b
li
c
 &
 A
g
e
n
c
y
 I
n
v
o
lv
e
m
e
n
t



Alternatives ScreeningAlternatives Screening

• Level 1:  Fatal Flaw Analysis (Qualitative)

– Evaluate Alternatives for Fatal Flaws:

• Not compatible with regional plans

• Unproven technology

• Major adverse impacts

• Level 2:  Detailed Modal Analysis (Quantitative)

• Level 3:  Detailed Multi-Modal Analysis (Quantitative)

• All Draft EIS Highway Improvement Alternatives will be 

analyzed for both toll and non-toll effects

• Public Review and Comment on Reasonable 
Alternatives



Preliminary AlternativesPreliminary Alternatives



Preliminary AlternativesPreliminary Alternatives

• No-Build 

• Transit (North of Loop 1604)

– Fixed Guideway

• Heavy Rail

• Commuter Rail

• Monorail

• Automated Guideway Transit

• Personal Rapid Transit   

• Light Rail 

• Streetcars

– Non-fixed Guideway

• Fixed Route Bus 

• Express Bus

• Bus Rapid Transit



Preliminary AlternativesPreliminary Alternatives

• Highway Improvement (North of Loop 1604)

– Add Lanes to Existing US 281 

– Grade Separated Intersections

– Expand Parallel Corridors

– New Parallel Corridor

– Upgrade US 281 to Expressway 

– High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes

• Other (North of Loop 1604)

– Growth Management

– Bike & Pedestrian Facilities

– Transportation System Management (TSM)

– Transportation Demand Management (TDM)



No Build AlternativeNo Build Alternative

• Description
– The No Build Alternative would 
include

• US 281 Super Street 
improvements 

• Upgrade to the Loop 
1604/US 281 Interchange

• All planned short and long 
range regional 
transportation improvements 
(except the US 281 Corridor 
North of Loop 1604)

• Short-term minor 
maintenance and safety 
improvements that maintain 
the continued operation of 
existing US 281 north of Loop 
1604

– Provides a baseline to compare 
against all build alternatives

Super Street



Transit Alternatives Transit Alternatives 

on US 281on US 281

(North of Loop 1604)(North of Loop 1604)



Heavy RailHeavy Rail• Description:

– Commonly called metros or subways

– Operates in densely populated urban areas on steel tracks in 

exclusive right of way

– Powered by an electrified third rail alongside the track

BART

San Francisco

MARTA

Atlanta

Metrorail

Washington, DC

Fatal Flaw: 

Not compatible with regional plans

Heavy RailHeavy Rail



Commuter RailCommuter Rail

TriRail - Fort Lauderdale

Trinity Railway Express

Fort Worth

Fatal Flaw: 

No existing freight line

Not compatible with corridor plans

Commuter RailCommuter Rail
• Description:

– Typically operates in freight rail 

right of way

– May use locomotives with 

passenger cars or self-propelled 

passenger cars, known as diesel 

multiple units (DMUs)

– Serves longer distance commute



• Description:

– Elevated on a concrete or 

steel guideway

– Can be operated by a 

driver or automated

– Historically used in 

recreational areas or 

downtownsSeattle

Las Vegas

Fatal Flaw: 

Not compatible with regional plans

MonorailMonorail



Automated Guideway TransitAutomated Guideway Transit• Description:

– Found in major airports, activity centers, and downtown areas

– Similar to monorail (driverless, electrically powered and exclusive 

right of way)

– May be tunneled, elevated, and/or at grade 

Metrorail 

Miami

Skyway

Jacksonville

People Mover

Detroit

Fatal Flaw: 

Speed & service distance not satisfactory

Not compatible with regional plans

Automated Guideway TransitAutomated Guideway Transit



Personal Rapid TransitPersonal Rapid Transit

• Description:

– Designed to provide 

personalized service 

between specific origin and 

destination stations

– Operates on demand with 

no intermediate stops

Morgantown, WV

Fatal Flaw: 

Not a proven technology

Not compatible with regional plans

Personal Rapid TransitPersonal Rapid Transit



Light RailLight Rail

• Description:

– Medium capacity, higher speed service in urban areas

– Operate on steel rail with overhead electric power

– Can operate in exclusive rights-of-way (either at-grade or 

elevated) and share city streets

Metro - HoustonDART - Dallas RTD - Denver



StreetcarsStreetcars

• Description:

– Share city streets to provide circulation or connector services

– Operate on steel wheels or rubber tires with overhead electric 

power

Portland San Francisco Salt Lake City



Fixed Route Bus ServiceFixed Route Bus Service

• Description:

– Operates in mixed traffic on 

existing streets

– On-board fare collection

– Frequent stops and wide 

coverage area

San Antonio



Express Bus ServiceExpress Bus Service

• Description:

– Limited stops and direct 

routes between clusters of 

origins and destinations (e.g. 

suburb to downtown)

– Operates in mixed traffic on 

existing streets or in HOV 

lanes (Dallas and Houston)

– Faster and more expensive 

than Fixed Route service

San Antonio



Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

• Description:

– Operates in preferential or exclusive bus lanes

– Signal prioritization

– Improved fare collection process

– Easier boarding system 

– Enhanced passenger information technology

San Antonio



Highway Improvements to Highway Improvements to 

US 281 US 281 

(North of Loop 1604)(North of Loop 1604)



Add Lanes to Existing US 281* CorridorAdd Lanes to Existing US 281* Corridor

• Description

– Additional lanes on 

existing US 281 

– No grade 

separations or 

control of access

US 281 Today - between Stone Oak and Evans

* North of Loop 1604



Grade Separated IntersectionsGrade Separated Intersections

• Description

– Grade separation at major intersections

– Access to adjacent land use via short frontage roads and 

driveways

– Does not include continuous frontage roads

Wurzbach Parkway at Perrin Beitel Road, San Antonio



Expand Parallel CorridorsExpand Parallel Corridors

• Description

– Upgrade of Bulverde Road and/or 

Blanco Road

– Diversion of traffic from US 281 to 

parallel corridors

Bulverde Road

Bulverde Road Blanco RoadBlanco Road



• Description

– New corridor parallel to US 281 

between Bulverde Road and 

Blanco Road

New Parallel CorridorNew Parallel Corridor

Fatal Flaw: 

High adverse impacts



Upgrade existing US 281* to an ExpresswayUpgrade existing US 281* to an Expressway

• Description

– Convert to completely grade separated expressway with 

continuous frontage roads

– Access to adjacent land uses through continuous frontage roads

– At grade, elevated and/or depressed options

* North of Loop 1604US 281 at Donella Drive, San Antonio

Lee Roy Selmon Crosstown Expressway, Tampa, 
Florida



High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) / High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) / 

High Occupancy Toll (HOT) LanesHigh Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes

• Description

– Add additional High Occupancy 

Vehicle / High Occupancy Toll 

lanes to existing US 281* Corridor

– Increases vehicle occupancy 

rates

– Could be reversible by direction

* North of Loop 1604
Houston, TX



Other Alternatives Other Alternatives 

on US 281on US 281

(North of Loop 1604)(North of Loop 1604)



Growth ManagementGrowth Management

• Description

– Focus growth within urban core 

– Encourage more efficient land use and reduce trip lengths

– Part of the MPO Long Range Plan



Bike & Pedestrian FacilitiesBike & Pedestrian Facilities

• Description

– More efficient means of 

making short trips

– Low cost

– Reduces congestion 

– Promotes healthy lifestyle

San Diego, California



Transportation System Management (TSM)Transportation System Management (TSM)

• Easily implemented, low capital cost transportation 

improvements that increase the efficiency of 

transportation facilities and services

• Examples:

– Improved intersection or signal operation

– Access management

– Ridesharing

– Incident management program



Transportation Demand Management (TDM)Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

• Typically refers to policies, programs, and actions that 

are directed towards decreasing single occupant 

vehicle travel

• Examples:

– Area pricing

– Mandatory alternative work schedules

– Parking management



Level 1 Level 1 

Fatal Flaw Analysis Fatal Flaw Analysis 

ResultsResults



Alternatives Recommended for EliminationAlternatives Recommended for Elimination

• Alternatives with Fatal Flaws:

– Heavy Rail 

– Commuter Rail

– Monorail

– Automated Guideway Transit

– Personal Rapid Transit

– New Parallel Corridor

Not compatible with regional plans

Unproven technology

Major adverse impacts



Alternatives Recommended to be carried Alternatives Recommended to be carried 

forward for Level 2 Screeningforward for Level 2 Screening

• No Build

• Light Rail

• Streetcars

• Fixed Route Bus

• Express Bus

• Bus Rapid Transit

• Add Lanes to Existing US 281*

• Grade Separated 

Intersections

• Expand Parallel Corridors 

• Upgrade US 281* to an Expressway

• HOV/HOT Lanes

• Growth Management

• Bike/Pedestrian Facilities

• Transportation System 

Management

• Transportation Demand 

Management

* North of Loop 1604



Introduction to Introduction to 

Small Group Work SessionsSmall Group Work Sessions
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